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General Editors’ Preface 


A brief history of Lonergan’s teaching and writing in the area of trinitarian 
theology is given at the beginning of the General Editors’ Preface to the 
companion volume, The Triune God: Systematics . 1 Prior to 1961 the texts that 
Lonergan wrote on the Trinity were concerned with the systematic under¬ 
standing of trinitarian doctrine, and not, as the present text, with specifying 
precisely what that doctrine is and how it developed. The major systematic 
text on the Trinity prior to 1961 was Divinarum personarum conceplionem ana- 
logicam evolvit Bemardus Lonergan, S.I., published in 1957 and reissued in 
1959 by Gregorian University Press. In 1961 Lonergan published with the 
same press DeDeo Trino: Pars analytica, which in revised form became in 1964 
DeDeo Trino: Pars dogmatica, published together with DeDeo Trino: Pars system¬ 
atica, a revised version of Divinarum personarum. As the Pars systematica was 
the basis for the Collected Works edition published as The Triune God: System¬ 
atics, so the Pars dogmatica l the basis for the present work. As The Triune God: 
Systematics included in its appendix 4 the paragraphs and pages of Divinarum 
personarum that were changed in DeDeo Trino: Pars systematica, so the present 
work indicates in appendices 1-4 portions of the 1961 text that were revised. 
for the work published in 1964. 

This is a very different work from its systematic counterpart. Perhaps the 
simplest way of indicating the difference is in terms of the contrast between 

1 Robert M. Doran, ‘General Editors’ Preface,’ The Triune God: Systematics, vol. 
12 in Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, trans. Michael G. Shields, ed. 
Robert M. Doran and H. Daniel Monsour (Toronto: University of Toronto 
Press, 2007) xvii-xviii. 
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the analytic way or way of discovery and the synthetic way or way of teaching 
and learning. The present work traces the way of discovery up to and include 
ing the formulation of the trinitarian doctrines and concludes with an intro¬ 
ductory statement of the psychological analogy that will provide the starting 
point of the way of teaching and learning employed in The Triune God: Sys¬ 
tematic The two works are classic exemplars of what Lonergan means by 
these two ways of doing theology. 

The distinction of the two ways, of course, became greatly differentiated 
when Lonergan reached the notion of functional specialization in 1965. He 
had not yet had that major breakthrough when the final trinitarian texts 
were published. We can see him inching toward it in the introduction to the 
present work, with its distinction of dogmatic, systematic, and positive theol¬ 
ogy, as well as (less clearly in some ways) in the first chapter of The Triune 
God: Systematics. But in each case, one gets the sense, ‘So near, and yet so far.’ 
A major intellectual Ereignis occurred in February 1965. when Lonergan dif¬ 
ferentiated theology into eight functional or operational specialties. We are 
publishing the Collected Works version of the present text some forty-plus 
years later, and the astounding breakthrough that occurred in 1965 has en¬ 
tered so much into the mentality of those who have studied Lonergan that 
the impact that it originally made can hardly be appreciated by those who 
grew up in a post -Method in Theology culture. In some ways the present work 
in particular (more than the systematic volume, which very much embodies 
what the later Lonergan would have considered the functional specialty ‘sys¬ 
tematic s’) will probably be viewed by future historians of theology and theo¬ 
logical method as a work that simply would not have been written after the 
breakthrough of 1965. For it cannot be said (despite the title that Frederick 
Crowe and I chose for this work a number of years ago) that this book is an 
exercise purely and simply in the functional specialty ‘Doctrines,’ as The Tri¬ 
une God: Systematics surely wan exercise in the functional specialty ‘Systemat¬ 
ics.’ In terms of the categories supplied by functional specialization, the 
present work contains elements from various other functional specialties be¬ 
sides Doctrines: in particular, Interpretation, History, and Dialectic. In 
some ways the text is representative of the situation that prevailed in the 
years when Lonergan taught at the Gregorian University, a situation that he 
was later to call ‘impossible.’ He called the conditions impossible because 
no one person could be expected to do everything that the setup was calling 
for, since no one can be an expert in eight functional specialties. But if the 
present work says anything about its author, it tells us that if anyone came 
close to doing everything that the setup was demanding, that person was 


Bernard Lonergan, at least in composing this book. The amount of histori¬ 
cal research that went into the composition of the work is astounding for 
someone whose principal specialization as a professor was in the strictly sys¬ 
tematic portion of theology. 

Even if it is true, however, that other functional specialties besides Doc¬ 
trines function in a central fashion in the present work, the thrust of the 
work definitely is doctrinal, the direct-discourse statement of what is so, rath¬ 
er than the indirect discourse of exegesis and history. This point is made in 
other words in its introduction, and it is clear from the execution in the two 
major parts that Lonergan never let go of this doctrinal objective for the 
book as a whole, an objective that is represented especially in the formula¬ 
tion of the five theses that make up part 2 of the book. Part 1 is an exercise 
in what later would be called the functional specialty Dialectic, and can only 
be appreciated if it is understood as such. Its concern with historical judg¬ 
ments is in the interest of sorting out the positions and counterpositions on 
the ‘way to Nicea’ and reducing them to their roots in implicit assumptions 
regarding cognitional theory. That is pure Dialectic. 

Mention of the way to Nicea prompts me to mention one of the more dif¬ 
ficult decisions made by the editors. When we began the work, we fully im 
tended that the translation of the Latin ‘Praemittenda’ that was done by 
Conn O’Donovan and published in 1976 under the title The Way to Nicea 2 
would be incorporated into the present work. Thus part 2 was translated be¬ 
fore part 1, since it was only when we recognized that, for reasons of consis¬ 
tency with the style and the choice of translation for certain key words in 
part 2, we would have to do our own rendition of the ‘Praemittenda’ as well 
that we changed our plans. This kind of decision is particularly hard to 
make, and the difficulty was accentuated by our recognition of the tremen¬ 
dous service that O'Donovan’s translation performed over the past thirty 
years and more. 

I proceed now to the details of editing. Michael Shields has indicated to 
me that he can’t imagine anyone else who would have taken greater pains in 
researching the very large number of footnotes than Daniel Monsour, and 
so I begin by thanking Danny and by indicating one of the decisions that 
he made. Lonergan indicates in a footnote at the very end of the Latin text 
(below p. 738) that he ‘occasionally made a clearer or more accurate [Latin] 

2 Bernard Lonergan, The Way to Nicea: The Dialectical Development of Trinitarian 
Theology, trans. Conn O’Donovan (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 
and Philadelphia: Westminster, 1976). 
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translation of the Greek passages quoted in [the series graeca of the Migne 
Patrologiae cursus completus ]We have indicated several notable instances of 
such changes, but for the most part have just allowed them to stand as Lon- 
ergan made them. However, Daniel Monsour made a decision to change 
some of the references to columns in Migne. While this may not be impor¬ 
tant to most readers, it would awaken some curiosity on the part of anyone 
who is comparing our text to the original, and so I state in his own words the 
four rules that Monsour followed: ‘Where Lonergan quoted Latin text from 
the Greek Fathers and cited the Latin column in MG (his most frequent prac¬ 
tice), I did not change the reference to the Greek column; where he quoted 
Latin text from the Fathers and cited the Greek column, I changed the ref¬ 
erence to the Latin column; where he did not quote but merely referred to 
a text from the Greek Fathers and cited the Latin column, I changed it to the 
Greek column; and where he did not quote but merely referred to a text 
from the Greek Fathers and cited the Greek column, I did not change the 
reference. It seemed to me when I was working on the notes that Lonergan 
was not always completely consistent in the way he cited MG, but I tried to 
make his citations consistent with the four rules just mentioned.’ Some of 
the apparent inconsistencies may be explained by the practice of changing 
some of the Latin translations of Greek text, but it seemed to us that a con¬ 
sistent policy should be followed, and that Monsour’s seemed eminently 
reasonable. 

In most of the volumes of the Collected Works the editors have transliter¬ 
ated Greek characters, but in the present volume we have followed the poli¬ 
cy of leaving the Greek characters where Lonergan’s own text gave them. At 
times in the Latin text he transliterated the Greek but in other instances he 
did not. We follow his usage precisely. 

Translations from scripture are often Michael Shields’s work, as are most 
of the translations from patristic writings. 

As with the systematics volume, so here the Latin text placed some para¬ 
graphs in smaller print. We have followed that practice on the Latin side, 
while the English facing pages maintain the same print size throughout. 

The abbreviations of a number of reference works given toward the end 
of this volume appeared in Lonergan’s own text, except for a few that the ed¬ 
itors have added in brackets. 

We have added a bibliography of modern authors both for the sake of 
readers and in order to avoid repeating bibliographical information for 
some works that are frequently cited. That information is provided only in 
the first footnote in which a work is mentioned. 


A special word of thanks must be expressed to Marquette University for . 
the support the University has provided to the Collected Works project. Ap¬ 
proximately half of my working time has been put into editing the Collected 
Works since I moved to Marquette in August 2006. Without the University’s 
generosity in providing me with an office, a budget, and a salary, my work on 
the Collected Works would probably have been forced to come to an end a 
couple of years ago. All costs from my end for the project, including mailing 
costs for parcels to my editorial colleagues in Toronto, have been generous¬ 
ly absorbed by the University, which has now established a special fund for 
the Lonergan work. 

I conclude by thanking Michael Shields for yet another superlative trans¬ 
lation of an important work in the series and by indicating once again how 
indebted we are to Daniel Monsour for his painstaking devotion to the mi¬ 
nutiae of editing. I am very fortunate to be working with such fine collabora¬ 
tors on this important project. 

ROBERT M. DORAN 
Marquette University 
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Translator’s Note 


The reader will have observed that a considerable portion of the original of 
this book consists of Latin translations of the Greek Fathers. In a footnote in 
the 1961 edition of this work, repeated in the 1964 edition, Lonergan, who 
knew Greek very well, noted some inaccuracies and lack of clarity in the stan¬ 
dard translations and indicated that he had emended them accordingly. In 
rendering this book into English, therefore, this present translator has had 
to translate with one eye, so to speak, on the Greek originals, and in a few 
cases has, for the sake of clarity or accuracy, preferred to translate directly 
from the Greek. 

Since Migne’s Patrologia Graeca was fortunately available in the Regis Col¬ 
lege library, it was possible to determine exactly where the quoted passages 
from the Greek Fathers began and ended. 

MICHAEL G. SHIELDS 
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Preface 


Studiis florentibus theologicis et positivis, obscurum quodammodo atque 
incertum redditur quid a theologo dogmatico praestandum sit. Ubi enim 
de omni re biblica, pontificia, conciliari, patristica, mediaevali, recentiori, 
ab aliis iisque peritissimis tractatur, absonum videtur alium, eumque in sin¬ 
gulis campis minus peritum, easdam res iterum tractare. Quod si concedi- 
tur, omnino sequitur theologiam dogmaticam olim quidem unam 
quandam disciplinam fuisse, hodie vero nisi collectionem quandam mul- 
tarum atque diversarum disciplinarum non esse. Neque forte desunt qui ita 
sentiant, ubi rariora conscribuntur opera dogmatica, ubi eruditissimi viri in 
dictionariis theologicis componendis collaborare solent, ubi a manualibus 
dogmaticis non desideratur nisi ut quaestiones et problemata introducan- 
tur, sententiae peritorum exponantur, et ii maxime indicentur libri in qui- 
bus serio de his rebus disseratur. 

Sed hanc quam descripsi vel obscuritatem vel propensionem vel opina- 
tionem magis ad obiecta materialia quam formal ia, magis ad media quam 
ad finem attendere censeo. Quam ob causam, in studia methodologica 
incumbo quibus forte inveniam quid dogmatico faciendum sit. 

Et primo quidem didici quantum a reliqua theologia differant finis, pro- 
prium obiectum, et methodus partis systematicae: quod in annotationibus 
in usum scholarum illustravi, Divinarum personarum conceptio analogica, 
Romae J i957, 2 1959- Deinde vero perspexi quantum a theologia stricto 
sensu positiva differant finis, proprium obiectum, et methodus partis dog- 


In a time when studies in positive theology are flourishing, it is somewhat 
unclear and uncertain what contribution there is for a dogmatic theologian 
to make. For when the entire fields of biblical, papal, conciliar, patristic, 
medieval, and modern studies are being treated by many learned experts, it 
seems incongruous that someone who is less learned in every one of these 
fields should treat these same matters over again. But if this is granted, it 
most certainly follows that, whereas dogmatic theology was once a single 
discipline, it is now but a collection of many diverse disciplines. And there 
may well be some who think that this is the way it is, seeing that fewer books 
on dogmatic theology are being written, that theological dictionaries are 
being compiled with the collaboration of learned persons, and that there is 
no demand for textbooks on dogma except to introduce questions and 
problems, to expound the opinions of major theologians, and especially to 
indicate those books in which these matters are seriously treated. 

But this lack of clarity or tendency or notion that I have been describing 
has more to do, I think, with material objects than with formal objects, and 
with means more than with the end. For this reason I have been devoting 
myself to methodological studies, in which I may perhaps discover what 
there is for a dogmatic theologian to do. 

The first thing I learned was how greatly the end, the proper object, and 
the method of systematics differs from the rest of theology, and I have illus¬ 
trated this in a set of notes for the use of students, in Divinarum personarum 
conceptio analogica (Rome, 1957, 2nd ed. 1959). But then I came to realize 
how much the end, the proper object, and the method of dogmatic theol- 


The Robert Moilot Collection 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 




4 


Praefatio 


Preface 


maticae: cuius rei exemplum in annotationibus aliis et supplementary 
dedi, De Deo Trino, Pars analytica, Romae 1961.* Quae duo opuscula, cum 
iterum iam edenda essent, recognovi, eisque communem titulum imponere 
velim: DeDeo Trino, Pars dogmatica, et Pars systematica. 

Quaerenti autem quemadmodum inter se distinguantur theologiae 
partes dogmatica, systematica, positiva, nisi imperfectis exemplis 2 nunc non 
respondeo, sed aliud iam incepi opus, Method in Theology , 3 in quo principia 
theologiae methodologica investigare intendo. 4 


ogy differs from positive theology in the strict sense, and I gave an example 
of this in a set of notes together with some supplementary notes in DeDeo 
Trino, Pars analytica (Rome, 1961). When it was time for these two books to 
be reissued, I revised them, and wish now to give them a common title: De 
Deo Trino, Pars dogmatica and De Deo Trino, Pars systematica} 

If you ask how to distinguish the dogmatic, the systematic, and the posi¬ 
tive parts of theology, my answer at present is only in terms of imperfect 
examples; 2 but I have already begun work on a book. Method in Theology , 3 in 
which I intend to investigate the methodological principles of theology. 4 


1 See the information on these volumes contained in the General Editors’ Pref¬ 
ace.] 

2 Lest I seem to overlook positive theology, I should mention ‘The Concept of 
Verbum in the Writings of St. Thomas Aquinas,’ Theological Studies 7 (1946) 
349-92; 8' (1947) 35-79,404-44:10 (1949) 3~40,359-93- [This series of articles 
articles by Lonergan is now available as Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas, vol. 
2 in Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Rob¬ 
ert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1997). Further refer¬ 
ences here will be to this edition. A French translation of the articles under 
the direction of M. Regnier appeared in Archives dephilosophie 26 (1963) 163- 
203, 570-620; 27 (1964) 238-85; 28 (1965) 205-60, 510-52. They were later 
published in book form as La notion de verbe dans les ecrits de Saint Thomas 
d’Aquin (Paris: Beauchesne, 1966).] 

3 [Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (latest printing, Toronto: University of 
Toronto Press, 2003).] 

4 [In the 1964 text Lonergan added here the page numbers where the later edi¬ 
tion differs from the earlier (1961) DeDeo Trino, Pars analytica .] 
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Introduction 


Quod laudavere Romani Pontifices munus theologiae nobilissimum, osten- 
dere nempe ‘quomodo ab Ecclesia definita doctrina contineatur in fonti- 
bus’ (db 2314, ds 3886), illud in re trinitaria praestandum hisce paginis 
intenditur. 

Non ergo totam doctrinam trinitariam hoc opusculo tradendam suscipi- 
mus, sed earn tantummodo partem quae strictiori quodam sensu dogmatica 
est, quae scilicet Ecclesiae dogmata explicat eaque in fontes revelationis re- 
ducit. 1 

Quern in fmem quinque selecta sunt capita quae principalia esse videban- 
tur, eaque thesibus quinque exposita sunt: (1) Filii cum Patre consubstanti- 
alitas, (2) Spiritus sancti divinitas, (3) tres consubstantiales per proprietates 
relativas distinctae personae, (4) processio Spiritus sancti a Patre et Filio, et 
(5) ipsa mysterii altitudo quae captum mentis humanae excedat. 

1 Latiori sensu dogmatica dicitur theologia quae a morali distinguitur. Cuius 
dogmaticae theologiae partes quasi materiales nominari solent tractatus, uti 
DeDeo Trino, De Verbo Incamato, De Gratia. In singulis autem tractatibus distin- 
gui possunt partes quasi integrales (cogita in uno vivente aliam alterius organi 
esse functionem); et eiusmodi partem integralem dicerem quam supra stricti¬ 
ori sensu dogmaticam nominavi. Alias autem esse partes integrales nemo 
dubitat: instrumentalem nempe quae documenta critice edenda curat, indi¬ 
ces et bibliographias conficit, dictionaria componit; positivam quae singula 
documenta quid significent investigat; systematicam quae mysteriorum intel- 
ligentiam quandam quaerit. Quibus multis praeesse oportet sapientialem seu 
• methodicam quae partes distinguat, munera et officia singulis attribuat, 
mutuam omnium opitulationem dirigat. 


To show how a doctrine defined by the Church is contained in the sources 
of revelation has been extolled by the Roman Pontiffs as ‘the noblest task of 
theology’ (db 2314, ds 3886, nd 859). It is this task that we intend to carry 
out in this book with respect to the doctrine of the Trinity. 

Yet we are not therefore undertaking to treat the whole of the doctrine of 
the Trinity in this book, but only that part which is dogmatic in the stricter 
sense, namely, the part that explains the dogmas of the Church and traces 
them back to the sources of revelation. 1 * 

For this we have chosen five headings that seemed to be the principal 
ones and have developed them in five theses: (1) the con substantiality of 
the Son with the Father, (2) the divinity of the Holy Spirit, (3) three con- 
substantial persons distinguished by their relative properties, (4) the pro¬ 
cession of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son, and (5) the 

1 Theology is called dogmatic in a wider sense to distinguish it from moral the¬ 
ology. The material parts, as it were, of this dogmatic theology are generally 
called treatises, as The Trinity, Christology, and Grace. Each treatise can be 
divided into integral parts (just as, for example, in one living being each 
organ has its function); and I would say that one sort of integral part is what 
above I have called ‘dogmatic’ in the stricter sense of the word. Undoubtedly 
there are other integral parts; an instrumental part that sees to the critical 
editing of documents, compiles indices and bibliographies, and produces dic¬ 
tionaries, a positive part that investigates the meaning of each document, and 
a systematic part that seeks a systematic understanding of the mysteries. Over 
these several parts the sapiential or methodical part must preside to distin¬ 
guish the parts, assign to each its function and duties, and direct the assistance 
that each gives to the others. 
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Quibus in omnibus, etsi eadem generice semper quaeratur vel connexio 
vel consequents vel implicatio secundum quam dogmata implicite revelata 
esse dicuntur, 2 ipsa tamen haec implicatio non abstracte tantummodo con- 
sideranda est sed etiam concrete, et quidem organice, genetice, dialectice. 

Abstracla est consideratio quae ad rationem quandam quasi puram, bene defini- 
tam, immobilem, et a mente humana quodammodo independentem attendit. Con- 
creta vero est quae huic rationi addit apprehensionem atque apprehendentem; 
neque umquam praetermittit notissimum illud axioma: ad modum recipiends reci- 
pi quidquid recipitur. Organica proinde dicitur consideratio' concreta quae unius 
apprehendentis apprehensiones multas inter se connexas esse discernit et aliam ab 
alia vel dependentem vel modificatam vel quodammodo coloratam. Genetica porro 
consideratio est ubi apprehendentes secundum loca et tempora ordinantur ut cres- 
centem illam atque sese evolventem exhibeant fidei intelligentiam, scientiam, sapi- 
entiam, quam c. Vaucanum I laudavit (db 1800, ds 3020). Dialectical denique 
consideratio edam non apprehendentes addit, cunri eiusdem sit sciendae de opposi- 
ds tractare, neque parum dogmads evoludonem illuminent ipsae etiam mentes 
quae implicitam eius reveladonem vel minus bene vel nullatenus perspexerint. 


Quam concretam et quodammodo historicam 4 rei considerationem, si- 


3 Quotupliciter consideratio dicatur dialectica, explicare conati sumus. Insight, 
pp/217 s., et vide indicem, p. 756. Duplicem maxime usum distingue, latio- 
rem nempe qui diversos auctores mutuo oppositos considered, pressiorem qui 
in eodem auctore implicitam quandam invenit contradictionem. Latior ille 
usus supra in textu adhibetur, pressior autem infra, pp. 104,106. 


4 Dicimus quodammodo historicam, non ut a rerum veritate recedatur, sed ut 
quaesdones inter historicos disputatae non tangantur. Cf- K. Heussi, DieKrisis 
des Historismus (Tubingen, 1932); H.-I. Marrou, De la connaissance historique 
(Paris, 1954); W.H. Walsh, An Introduction to the Philosophy of History (London, 
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profundity of this mystery itself, which so greatly exceeds the grasp of the 
human mind. 

In all of these, although we are always seeking what is generically the 
same connection or consequence or implication by reason of which dog¬ 
mas are said to be implicitly revealed, 2 nevertheless this implication itself is 
not to be considered only abstractly but also concretely, and indeed organ¬ 
ically, genetically, and dialectically. 

An abstract consideration is one that attends to a concept that is pure, 
so to speak, clearly defined, fixed, and in a way independent of a human 
mind. To this concept a concrete consideration adds apprehension and an 
apprehender, and it never neglects that well-known axiom, ‘Whatever is re¬ 
ceived is received according to the disposition of the receiver.’ An organic 
consideration is a concrete consideration that discerns that many appre¬ 
hensions of one apprehender are interconnected and are mutually depen¬ 
dent or modified or influenced in some way. Then there is a genetic 
consideration when the apprehenders are placed in an order according to 
their dates and locales so as to show clearly that growing and developing 
understanding, knowledge, and wisdom about the faith which the First 
Vatican Council spoke of (db 1800, ds 3020, nd 136). Finally, a dialectical 
consideration 3 also includes those who are not apprehenders, since the 
same science deals with opposites, and considerable light is thrown upon 
the development of a dogma even by those-minds that have grasped its im¬ 
plicit revelation either imperfectly or not at all. 

This concrete and in a way historical consideration 4 has long been con- 

2 (Lonergan would later qualify this statement: ‘... the shift from a predomi¬ 
nately logical to a basically methodical viewpoint may involve a revision of 
the view that doctrinal developments were ‘implicitly’ revealed’ ( Method in 
Theology 353). The shift is to a greater emphasis on the role of the differentia¬ 
tion of consciousness.] 

3 We have tried to explain the many ways in which a consideration is termed 
‘dialectical’ in Insist: A Study of Human Understanding [first published in 1957 
and now available as vol. 3 in Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, ed. Fre¬ 
derick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 
1997, 2005) ] 242-44, and see Index, p. 826. It is most important to distinguish 
two uses, the broader use that considers different authors who have opposite 
opinions, and the narrower use that finds an implicit contradiction in the 
same author. This broader use is found in the text above, the narrower use 
below, pp. 105, 107. 

4 We say ‘in a way historical,’ not to minimize the truth of things but to eschew 
questions that are disputed among historians. See Karl Heussi, Die Krisis des 
Historismus (Tubingen: Mohr, 1932); Henri-Irenee Marrou, De la connaissance 
historique (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1954; [2nd rev. ed., 1955; in English, The 
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cut iam pridem conjprobat theologorum usus, ita etiam suadet ipsa rei 
natura. Non enim evolvuntur doctrinae ut nuda quaedam propositionum 
series quasi seorsum existat, sed ideo efformatae atque perfectae sunt ut 
quaestionibus respondeant, difficultales amovean't, problemata resolvant. 
Quod si hae quaestiones, difficultates, problemata neque exacte neque 
plene cognoscuntur nisi in concreto illo atque historico rerum cursu ubi 
sunt ortae, sequitur et ipsam doctrinam iis correspondentem sub adiunctis 
sui loci et temporis investigandam esse atque addiscendam. 

Neque brevitati neque facilitati theologum re vera consulere arbitror qui 
doctrinas e contextu suo historico eripit prorsus easque, quasi in se ipsis se- 
dem haberent, abstracte considerat, cum ipsa haec abstractio et alia et nova 
creet problemata eaque graviora. Quot enim conantur discipuli illud in 
scripturis quasi miro quodam atque repentino intuitu perspicere, quod nisi 
temporum decursU, nisi magno labore, nisi multis negantibus et resistenti- 
bus, nisi ab ingeniis haud parvis non est perspectum et nisi pedetentim in 
Ecclesia non est receptum? Quot praeterea moventur atque sollicitantur ab 
iis rationibus atque obiectionibus quae ex recentiori quadam ‘mundi vi- 
sione’ procedant, quae hodiernum vitae sensum et breviores historiae con¬ 
spectus et a multis laudata philosophica placita ita commisceant atque in 
unum conflent, ut tarn evidens quam certum esse videatur dogmata vel ex¬ 
tra campum religiosum versari, vel hellenismum nimis sapere, vel subtilita- 
tis causa unum Christi corpus in partes sibi oppositas diripere, vel parum ad 
hodiernum Dei populum pascendum conferre? Quibus opinationibus dis- 
sipandis haud aliud et efficacius invenies remedium quam serium illud stu- 
dium quod rem inquirat quemadmodum reapse sit peracta. 

Quod tamen non ita intelligendum est quasi nulla esset distinctio inter 
partem theologiae dogmaticam et partem positivam. 5 Alia enim alium 


1951. 1958); P. Gardiner, Theories of History (Glencoe, IL, 1959);J--M. Levas- 
seur, LeJJeu theologique, 'histoire '(Trois Rivieres, i960). 


5 Quam facimus distinctionem inter partem theologiae dogmaticam partem- 
que positivam, neque res olim postulabat, neque usus agnoscebat. Nam a fine 
saec. xvi theologia dicitur dogmatica prout a morali distinguitur, et dicitur pos- 
itiva ut a scholastica, speculativa, systematica dividatur (cf. M.-J. Congar, art. 
Theologie, DTC XV [29] 424-30). Qui sane usus neque theologiae scholasticae 


firmed through its use by theologians and is also suggested by the very 
nature of the issue. For doctrines do not unfold as a bare series of proposi¬ 
tions existing off by themselves, as it were, but are developed and refined to 
respond to questions, dispel difficulties, and solve problems. But if these 
questions, difficulties, and problems are neither exactly nor fully known ex¬ 
cept in that concrete historical course of events in which they arose, it fol¬ 
lows that the doctrine itself corresponding to them must also be 
investigated and become known in the circumstances of its place and time. 

To my mind, a theologian does not truly have a regard for brevity or fa¬ 
cility who strips doctrines of their historical context and considers them in 
the abstract, as if they were self-contained, since such abstraction creates 
other new and even more serious problems. How many students are there 
who try to see in scripture, as if through some marvelous and sudden in¬ 
tuition, what only in the course of time, with great labor, and after much 
rejection and resistance, was finally grasped by great minds and only gradu¬ 
ally accepted by the Church? Again, how many are upset and disturbed by 
those reasons and objections coming from a recent worldview that mix to¬ 
gether and roll into one the modern oudook on life and brief overviews of 
history and widely acclaimed philosophical notions, so that it seems both 
obvious and certain that dogmas either lie outside the field of religion, or 
smack too much of Hellenism, or for the sake of subtlety split the one body 
of Christ into opposing camps, or do little or nothing to nourish the 
present-day People of God? To dispel such notions you will find no more ef¬ 
ficacious remedy than the serious study that investigates how something re¬ 
ally came about. 

This, of course, is not to be understood as if there were no distinction be¬ 
tween the dogmatic and the positive parts of theology. 5 For they pursue dif- 


Meaning of History, trans. Robert J. Olsen (Baltimore: Helicon, 1966)]; W.H. 
Walsb, An Introduction to the Philosophy of History (London and New York: 
Hutchinson’s University Library, 1951; 2nd rev. ed, 1958; 3rd rev. ed., 1967); 
Patrick Gardiner, ed., Theories of History: Readings from Classical and Contempo¬ 
rary Sources (Glencoe, il: The Free Press, and London: Collier Macmillan, 
1959); Jean-Marie Levasseur, LeLieu theologique, 'histoire': Contribution a une 
ontologie et introduction a une methodologie (Trois-Rivieres: Editions du Bien Pub¬ 
lic, i960). 

5 This distinction between the dogmatic part of theology and the positive part 
was neither called for in the past nor recognized in practice. For from the end 
of the sixteenth century, theology has been called ‘dogmatic’ to distinguish it. 
from moral theology, and called ‘positive’ to distinguish it from Scholastic, 
speculative, systematic theology (see Yves M.-J. Congar, ‘Theologie,’ DTC XV 
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prosequitur finem et alia utitur methodo; quae nisi dare et exacte disting- 
uuntur, oriri solent tot confusiones, ineptitudines, aberrationes, querelae, 
ut a dogmatico exigatur opus positivum et a positivo opus dogmaticum, ut 
positivus suas conclusiones dogmatice exponat et dogmaticus sententias 
probabiles evolvat. Quare, ne hanc quaesuonem prorsus intactam re- 
linquam neve, uti patet, earn sub omni aspectu resolvendam hac in intro- 
ductione suscipiam, summa quaedam eaque brevissima quae sequuntur 
adlineamenta subiungo. 

Positiva ergo theologiae pars ea esse videtur quae proxime de docu- 
mentis et monumentis fidei tractat; unde et biblica est et conciliaris et pon- 
tificia, patristica etiam et mediaevalis et recentior; quae quasi summae 
divisiones ulterius multipliciter pro lods, pro temporibus, pro diversa 
scribendum et recipiendum auctoritate subdividi solent. 

Theologica deinde habetiir haec inquisitio, non quia ipsa propriam 
quandam de Deo doctrinam excogitet atque proponat, sed quia aliorum 
theologiam qualis olim fuerit narrat. Neque ita narrat quasi eo ipso deter- 
minaret quid in ecclesia sit docendum et ab omnibus fide credendum, cum 


positivam investigationem agnoscit neque theologiam positivam a dogmatica 
adaequate distinguit. Neve tamen ideo veteres reprehendas quasi inepte 
locuti sint, cum positiva studia theologiae mediaevalis sint recentiora, et qui 
ante non multa decennia dicerentur theologi positivi, finem potiUs dogmati¬ 
cum vel saltern apologeticum quam stricte positivum prosequebantur. 


Sed nostro saeculo et praesertim post Constitutionemapostolicam, Deussci- 
entiarum Dominus, ita renovata sunt studia ecclesiastica utfere ubique floreant 
investigationes theologicae quae finem directe intendant non dogmaticum, 
non systematicum, sed positivum. Quia tamen citius res quam rerum nomina 
mutatae sunt, non raro fit ut vel confuse de rebus vel de solis nominibus dis- 
putetur. Alii enim videntur ideo studia positiva reprehendere quia non sint 
dogmatica. Alii ex parte contraria arbitrantur studia dogmatica debere non 
propriam sed positivam methodum adhibere. Quos omnes illud fugere vide¬ 
tur quod evolutio seu progressus in differentiatione atque integratione con- 
sistit; ut scilicet ex communi radice dogmatico-positiva exsurgere atque 
procedere debeant duo stud.iorum genera, aliud strictius dogmaticum, aliud 
strictius positivum; quae quidem prius evolvi quam exacte distingui, et prius 
distingui quam inter se ordinari possint. 


ferent ends and use different methods, and if these are not clearly and 
accurately distinguished, the usual result is confusion, ineptitude, aberra¬ 
tions, and disputes, so that the work of positive theology is demanded of 
dogmatic theologians and that of dogmatic theology is demanded of posi¬ 
tive theologians, with the result that positive theologians will set out their 
conclusions dogmatically and dogmatic theologians will develop opinions 
that are probable. Hence, in order neither to leave this question aside en¬ 
tirely nor, obviously, to undertake in this introduction to solve it in all its as¬ 
pects, I add the following brief outline of the most important points. 

Positive theology is seen to be that part of theology that most immediately 
deals with the documents and evidences of the faith; hence it is biblical and 
conciliar and papal, and also patristic and medieval and modern. These 
main divisions are generally further subdivided in many ways according to 
places, to times, to the varying authority of the authors and of those who ac¬ 
cept their opinions. 

Next, this inquiry is held to be theological, not because it itself originates 
and proposes a teaching of its own concerning God, but because it relates 
what has been the theology of others in the past, Nor does it relate this as if 
it were thereby determining what is to be taught in the Church and accept¬ 


ing] 424-30 [in English, A History of Theology, trans. and ed. Hunter Guthrie 
(Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1968) 168-75)}. This usage, it is true, does not 
recognize the work of positive research in Scholastic theology and does not 
adequately distinguish between positive and dogmatic theology. Still, we must 
not accuse past authors of speaking carelessly, since positive studies in medi¬ 
eval theology are more recent, and those who not many decades ago used to 
be called positive theologians were in fact pursuing a dogmatic or at least an 
apologetic rather than a positive aim, 

But in the twentieth century, and especially after the Apostolic Constitu¬ 
tion, Deus scientiarum Dominus [Acta Apostolicae Sedis 23/7 (1931) 241-62], 
ecclesiastical studies have been renewed in such a way that almost everywhere 
there are flourishing theological investigations whose aim is not dogmatic or 
systematic but positive. Yet since things change more quickly than do the 
words for them, it sometimes happens that it is unclear whether disputes are 
about things or only about words. Some seem to criticize positive studies 
because they are not dogmatic, while others on the other side are of the opin¬ 
ion that dogmatic studies ought to use not their own proper method but that 
of positive theology. What seems to elude all of them is the fact.that develop¬ 
ment or progress consists in differentiation and integration, so that from a 
common dogmatic-positive root there ought to arise and come forth two 
kinds of studies, one more strictly dogmatic and the other more strictly posi¬ 
tive, and that these in fact must develop before they can be exactly distin¬ 
guished, and be distinguished before they can be ordered to each other. 
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non parum distet privata conclusio a communi omnium fidelium sententia, 
neque alia sapientia de doctrina divinitus revelata tuto iudicet nisi quae di- 
vinitus adiuta in ecclesiae magisterio reponatur (cf. db 1788, ds 3007). 

Positiva autem dicitur haec inquisitio propter propriam suam metho¬ 
dum, 6 quae alias non ponit quaestiones nisi quae ex ipsis datis oriuntur, 
aliam non vult intelligibilitatem nisi quae in iisdem datis perspicitur, neque 
aliter adeptam intelligentiam corrigit et auget nisi per ipsa data vel plenius 
ihventa vel profundius scrutata. Particulariter ergo de singulis documentis 
quaerit et eximia quadam diligentia atque cura investigat quis scripserit, et 
quid, ubi, quibus auxiliis, cur, quomodo, quando. Neque incerta, obscura, 
rariora praetermittit ut in certis, Claris, communibus laboret, sed -ad ilia 
magis attendit quae magis elucidatione indigeant. Finis ergo ei est, non ut 
statim, sed ut aliquando investigati auctoris sensus, mens, doctrina secun¬ 
dum omnes suas partes omnesque aspectus in luce collocetur. Quod si.cres- 
cente investigantium peritia et diuturniori elapso tempore et innumeris 
fere peractis studiis omnes auctores praeteritae cuiusdam aetatis penitus 
cognoscerentur, particulars sane indoles atque quasi effigies illius culturae 
reconstituta nobisque ante oculos restaurata esse videretur. At eiusmodi 
quasi totius rei conspectum, nisi ex intima quadam omnium particularium 
cognitione exsurgit, non vult positivus: aliis enim relinquit ut montes con- 
scendant unde omnia quidem sed ex longinquo et indistincte videre pos- 
sint; sibi autem earn eligit cognitionem quae et particularium est et 
distincta et plene determinata. 7 


6 Ne confundas propriam methodum cum methodo integra. Ad methodum 
propriam ea tantummodo pertinent quae theologiam positivam faciant et dis- 
tinctam et seorsum exercendam. Sed eiusdem partis positivae methodus inte¬ 
gra ea insuper addit quae partibus dogmaticae, systematicae, et positivae sint 
communia, ut scilicet luce fidei et Magisterio duce procedant mutuoque sibi 
opitulentur. Quae ergo supra de methodo propria dicuntur, sensu exclusivo 
minime sunt intelligenda. Quae autem integram methodum respiciunt, 
neque ignota neque obscura sunt neque hie repetenda ubi non de integra- 
tione sed de priori differentiatione agitur. 

7 Si quaesiveris quid positivus de positiva methodo sentiat, cf. A. Descamps, 
‘Reflexions sur la methode en theologie biblique,’ apud Coppens-Descamps- 


ed in faith by all, since a private conclusion may differ considerably from 
the common opinion of all the faithful, and there is no other wisdom that 
safely pronounces upon divinely revealed doctrine than the wisdom that is 
divinely assisted and resides in the teaching office of the Church. See db 
1788, ds 3007, ND 217 - 

This inquiry, however, is said to be positive on account of its proper 
method, 6 which asks no questions other than those that arise from the data 
themselves, desires no intelligibility other than that which is grasped in 
those same data, and in no other way corrects or augments any understand¬ 
ing it has acquired than by additional discoveries or by a deeper investiga¬ 
tion of the data themselves. In particular, therefore, it inquires about each 
document and with the greatest diligence and care asks what it is, where it 
was written and by whom, and by what means, why, when, and how it was 
written. It neglects nothing that is uncertain, obscure, or unusual so as to 
work only on what is certain, clear, and ordinary, but devotes more atten¬ 
tion to whatever is most in need of clarification. Hence its aim is, not imme¬ 
diately, but eventually, to bring to light the meaning, the mind, and the 
doctrine of the author it has been investigating, in all its parts and aspects. 
And if, through the increasing expertise of the investigators, and after a 
considerable length of time and the completion of virtually innumerable 
studies, all the authors belonging to a certain period in the past have come 
to be thoroughly known, then certainly the particular character and, as it 
were, a portrait of that culture would seemingly have been reproduced and 
brought to life again before our very eyes. But positive theologians are not 
concerned with this sort of overall view, unless it arises from an intimate 
knowledge of all its particular elements: they leave it to others to scale the 
heights from which they are able to see everything, though from a distance 
and indistinctly, rather, they opt for that knowledge that is a knowledge of 
particulars and is distinct and fully detailed. 7 

6 Do not confuse the proper method with the integral method. To the proper 
method belong only those elements that make positive theology both distinct 
and engaged in separately. But the integral method of this same positive part 
of theology adds to it elements that are common to the dogmatic, systematic, 
and positive parts, so that in the light of faith and guided by the Magisterium 
they may go forward and be of assistance to one another. Therefore, what is 
said above concerning the proper method is not at all to be understood in an 
exclusive sense. Those elements, however, that have to do with the integral 
method are neither unknown nor obscure, and need not be repeated here 
where we are dealing not with integration but with the prior differentiation. 

7 If you wonder what a positive theologian thinks about the positive method, 
see Albert Descamps, ‘Reflections sur la methode en theologie biblique,’ in 
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Proinde, ut proprium obiectum positivae methodi perspicias, utiliter 
recolitur antiquorum sententia: historiam non posse scientiam esse, cum 
historia de singularibus, scienda de universalibus sit. Cui argumento 
responderet positivus historiam de iis singularibus tractare quibus intelli¬ 
gent! a inest; singulis enim hominibus insunt potentiae singulares singular- 
esque intelligendi atque eligendi actus, quorum obiecta in singularibus et 
concretis situationibus inveniuntur singularia. Existit ergo tota quaedam di- 
mensio sicut intelligentiae ita etiam intelligibilitatis quae ita particularibus 
immergitur ut in iis perspici atque describi possit quin tamen ab iis abstrahi 
et per modum universalium definiri valeat. 8 Quam intelligibilitatem singu¬ 
laribus immersam venatur positivus. 

Quod methodi positivae obiectum ab eo caute distingues quod proprie 
universale est et in scientiis humanis uti psychologia, sociologia, oecono- 
mia, aliisque eiusdem generis investigatur. His enim disciplinis princi- 
paliter quaeruntur leges quae et universaliter valeant et ita inter se 
cohaereant ut systema quoddam efforment. Positivus autem a legibus atque 
systematibus abhorret. Neque tollitur haec distinctio sive quia positivus gen- 
eraliter loqui potest, sive quia scientiae humanae in legibus inveniendis 
documenta historica adhibent, sive quia leges iam inventae atque stabilitae 
magno cum fructu applicari possunt ad documenta historica intelligenda et 
interpretanda. Quae enim generalia emittit positivus non proprie universa- 
lia sunt sed, sicut regulae grammadcae vel communior verborum sensus, 
exceptiones paduntur easque saepe numerosiores. Neque alia ex parte 
mirandum est leges universales vel in particularibus inveniri vel in iis verifi- 
cari, cum legis universalis sit ut particularibus insit; quod tamen minime ob~ 
stat quominus in iisdem particularibus alia insit intelligibilitas quae ita 


Massaux, Sacra Paginal: 132-57 (Paris-Gembloux, 1959). Quanta autem hac 
in re sit sententiarum disparitas, illustratsequens articulus: Maximo Peinador, 
'La integracion de la exegesis en la teologia, Hacia una autentica “Teologia 
biblica”’ (ibid. 158-79). ubi laudatur methodusquae dogmatico-positiva 
dicenda esse videtur. 

8 Vide S. Thomam, Summa theologiae, 1-2, qq. 47-56. Quae enim ibi de prudentia 
et imprudentia determinantur, ita in ipsis rebus gerendis continentur, ut 
eadem in rebus gestis obiectum historiae faciant. 
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In order, then, to understand what is the proper object of the positive 
method, it will help to recall the opinion of the ancients, that history can¬ 
not be a science, since history is about singulars while science is about uni- 
versals. To this argument a positive theologian would answer that history 
deals with those singulars that are endowed with intelligence; for in each 
human being there are individual potencies and individual acts of under¬ 
standing and choosing, the objects of which are found to be singular things 
in particular concrete situations. Therefore, as there exists a whole dimen¬ 
sion of understanding, so there is also a whole dimension of intelligibility 
that is imbedded in particular things in such a way that it can be grasped in 
them and described, yet without being able to be abstracted from them and 
defined as universals. 8 It is this intelligibility embedded in singular things 
that is the positive theologian’s quarry. 

But one must carefully distinguish this object of the positive method 
from the properly universal object investigated in the human sciences such 
as psychology, sociology, economics, and the like. For these disciplines 
principally seek laws that are universally valid and are interconnected to 
form a system. But positive theologians abhor laws and systems. And this dis¬ 
tinction does not-vanish, either because positive theologians can speak in 
general terms, or because the human sciences use historical documents in 
discovering laws, or because laws that are already discovered and estab¬ 
lished can with excellent results be applied to understanding and interpret¬ 
ing historical documents. For general statements made by positive 
theologians are not properly universal, but, like the rules of grammar or the 
more common meanings of words, admit of exceptions, which are often 
quite numerous. Nor, on the other hand, is it strange that universal laws 
are found in particulars or are verified in them, since it is the nature of a 
universal law to be in particulars; yet this does not prevent another intelligi- 


Sacra Pagina: Miscellanea biblica congressus intemationalis catholici dere biblica, 
vol. 1, ed. J. Coppens, A. Descamps, E. Massaux (Paris: Gabalda, and Gem- 
bloux: J. Duculot, 1959) 132-57. The extent of the disparity among opinions 
in this matter is illustrated in die following article: Maximo Peinador, ‘La inte¬ 
gracion de la exegesis en la teologia, Hacia una autentica ‘Teologia biblica,’” 
ibid. 158-79, which favors a method that it seems ought to be called ‘dog¬ 
matic-positive.’ 

8 See Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, 2-2, qq. 47-56. What is determined 
there about prudence and its opposite concerning what is to be done, when 
applied to what has been done, constitutes the object of history. 
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particularitati inhaereat ut apprehensionem universaiem fugiat et ideo 
methodo positivae investiganda relinquatur. 9 

Quibus perspectis, iam satis constat quantum inter se different pars theo- 
logiae positiva parsque dogmatica. Etsi enim dogmaticus suam doctrinam 
nisi ex documents monumentisque fidei non hauriat, id tamen quod hau- 
rit adeo non in particulari sensu vel singulari opinione huius vel illius auc- 
toris consistit, ut fidei catholicae regulam in eo ponere potuerit Vincentius 
Lerinensis ‘quod ubique, quod semper, quod ab omnibus creditum est’ 10 
Etsi etiam dogmaticus et de singularibus personis et de eventibus omnino 
particularibus tractet, de iis tamen tractat prout sunt obiecta fidei; quae 
sane fides non singularis est sed catholica. Quare, duplex distinguenda est 
singularitas: singularitas rei apprehensae, et singularitas apprehensionis. 
Nam ad utramque attendit positivus ut non solum res singulares, verbi 
causa, a Paulo et loanne narratas cognoscat, sed etiam ut intimam Pauli in- 
dolem penetret eamque quantum ab ingenio Ioannis differat in clara luce 
ponat. Dogmaticus autem ita singularitatem rei dictae servat ut singularitas 
dicentis non finis ei sit sed principium unde ad finem suum procedat: non 
enim vult singulos catholicos propriam eorum mentalitatem deponere ut 
modo Pauli modo Ioannis quodammodo induant; sed eo tendit ut omnes 
catholici sicut propriis cordibus ita propriis suis mentalitatibus ea credant 
quae suis credebant turn Paulus turn loannes. 

Quinimo, si quis has duas singularitates dare distinguit, rei apprehensae 
dico et apprehensionis, duos etiam universalizationis processus esse con- 
cludit, quorum alter iam pridem in scholis docetur, alter in evolutione dog- 
matis illustratur. 11 Definitur enim universale quod unum est et multis com¬ 
mune; distinguuntur autem universale in re et universale in mente; et hoc 
universale in mente subdividitur in universale directum et universale reflex- 

9 Latjus ergo patet methodus empirica quam methodus positiva seu stride pos¬ 
itiva. Etsi enim utraque pariter ex datis incipiat, in dads intelligat, et per data 
confirmetur, ilia tamen ad leges et systemata invenienda pergit, haec autem 
intelligibilitatem particularibus quasi inhaerentem attingere vult. 


it Quod in evolutione dogmatis discernimus, idem analogice in rebus profanis 
nominatur displacement towards system, die Wendung zur Idee. Etsi enim homines 
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bility from being in the same particulars, an intelligibility that is so inherent 
in particularity as to elude universal apprehension and therefore is left to 
the method of positive theology to investigate. 9 

From what we have been saying, it is now clear how great a difference 
there is between the positive and the dogmatic parts of theology. For al¬ 
though dogmatic theologians derive their teaching solely from the docu¬ 
ments and evidences of the faith, what they derive is so far from consisting 
of a particular meaning or of the singular opinion of this or that author that 
Vincent of Lerins was able to state the rule of catholic faith as ‘what has 
been believed at all times and in all places and by all.’ 10 Although even dog¬ 
matic theologians discuss singular persons and quite particular events, they 
treat them as objects of faith, a faith that is certainly not singular but catho¬ 
lic. Hence we must distinguish two singularities, the singularity of the object 
apprehended and the singularity of the apprehension. For positive theolo¬ 
gians attend to both, so that they learn not only particular things, what Paul 
or John spoke about, for example, but they also enter into the intimate 
character of Paul and show how greatly it differs from the mentality of John. 
But dogmatic theologians retain the singularity of what these authors spoke 
about so that the singularity of the speaker is not what they end with, but is 
the starting point from which they proceed to their end. They do not ex¬ 
pect individual Catholics to lay aside their own mentality and put’on now 
that of Paul and now that of John; rather, their intent is that all Catholics 
should believe with their own hearts and their own mentalities what Paul 
and John believed with theirs. 

But indeed, if a clear distinction is made between these two singularities, 
namely, the singularity of the thing apprehended and the singularity of the 
apprehension, the conclusion is that there are two universalizing processes, 
one that has long been taught in the schools, and another that is exempli¬ 
fied in the development of dogma. 11 For a universal is defined as that which 
is one and common to many; but there is a distinction between a universal 

9 Thus empirical method is broader than positive or strictly positive method. 
For although both alike begin from data and understand in the data and are 
confirmed through the data, the former go on to discover laws and systems, 
while the latter seek to attain an intelligibility that is, as it were, inherent in 
particulars. [See Lonergan’s later distinction between science and scholar¬ 
ship, in Method in Theology 233-34.] 

10 Vincent of Lerins, Commonitorium, 11, 3. Edited by Reginald Stuart Moxon 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1915) 10. 

11 What we discern in the development of dogma is analogous to what is called 
in profane studies ‘displacement towards system,’ die Wendung zur Idee. For 
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um. Quae quidem omnia, si ex rebus apprehensis ad apprehensionem 
transferuntur, dogmatis evolutionem manifestant universalizationis quen- 
dam esse processum. Quod enim ex uno Domino nostro in omnes gentes 
per praedicationem apostolicam ecclesiasticamque traditionem pervenit, il- 
lud unum sane factum est multis commune; quod unum multis commune, 
universale quodammodo dici oportet, illudque universale in re. At illae res 
in quibus multis communiter erat unum, sane mentes fldelium erant quae 
communiter confitebantur quod communiter credebant; neque fieri potuit 
ut haec communis confessio fidei communis ab omni privata opinione sen- 
suve singulari non abstraheret; quare, praeter universale in re etiam agnos- 
ci oportet universale in mente, idque directum. Denique, cum aliud sit 
directe, exercite, implicite ad illud pervenire quod multis commune est, et 
aliud longe sit reflexe et explicite signare quid de necessitate ad illud unum 
multis commune pertineat, ita etiam in re dogmatica suo modo existunt 
universale directum et universale reflexum, eaque duobus stadiis maxime 
manifestis distincta:.quod enim prius directe et exercite et implicite crede- 
batur, illud idem postea reflexe, explicite, signate definitur ab omnibus fi- 
delibus esse credendum. 


Quare, cum parti dogmaticae et parti positivae alii sint fines aliaque 
obiecta propria, aliae etiam sint methodi necesse est, si quidem methodus 
fini et obiecto correspondere atque proportionari debet. Quae methodor- 
um differentiae ex iam dictis facile colliguntur. 

Diximus enim positivum non alias ponere quaestiones nisi quae immedi¬ 
ate et quasi sua sponte ex ipsis datis exsurgant, neque aliter ad maiores re¬ 
rum conspectus procedere nisi per minima elementa lente acquisita et 
pedetentim addita atque cumulata. At hos maiores conspectus praesup- 
ponit dogmaticus, cum tota sua problematica inde sit orta quod vel alia vel 


omni no sint practici et bonis particularibus atque irnmediatis intend, nihilo- 
minus acriter disputare vehementerque contendere solent circa ‘-ismos,’ 
circa mercandlismum, capitalismum, socialismum, et quotquot sunt motus 
sociales, politici, oeconomici, litterarii, ardstici, qui ad aliqualem sui concep- 
tionem, defmitionem, formulationem pervenerint. Quapropter, parum 
videntur concretam hominum vitam cognoscere, qui dogmata dictitent nimis 
esse vel technica vel abstracta quam ut mentes informent, voluntates dirigant, 
acdones afficiant. 
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in reality and a universal in the mind, and this universal in the mind is fur¬ 
ther divided into a direct universal and a reflex universal. Now if all of these 
are transferred from things that are apprehended to apprehension, they re¬ 
veal the development of dogma to be a universalizing process. For that 
which has come from one person, our Lord, to reach all peoples through 
the preaching of the apostles and the tradition of the church is one partic¬ 
ular reality that has certainly become common to many; and this one that is 
common to many must be said to be a universal in some way, and that is a 
universal in reality. But those things in which this one reality was present to 
many in common were surely the minds of the faithful professing in com¬ 
mon what they believed in common. And it was impossible for this common 
profession of faith not to abstract from all personal opinion or singular 
meaning; hence, besides the universal in reality there must also be acknowl¬ 
edged a universal in the mind, and this a direct universal. Finally, since it is 
one thing to arrive directly, experientially, and implicitly at what is common 
to many, and a far different thing to determine reflectively and explicitly 
what necessarily belongs to that one that is common to many, so also in dog¬ 
matics the direct universal and the reflex universal exist each in its own way, 
and are distinct in two very clear stages. For what was previously believed di¬ 
rectly, experientially, and implicitly is subsequently defined reflectively, ex¬ 
plicitly, and thematically as that which is to be believed by all the faithful. 

Accordingly, because dogmatic theology and positive theology have dif¬ 
ferent ends and different proper objects, their methods are also necessarily 
different, since a method ought to correspond and be proportionate to the 
end and the object One may easily gather from what we have said what 
those differences of method are. 

For we have said that positive theologians ask no questions except those 
that arise immediately and in a way spontaneously from the data them¬ 
selves, and proceed to enlarge their range of objects in no other way than 
by the slow acquisition and the gradual addition and accumulation of very 
minor elements. But dogmatic theologians presuppose these larger over- 


although people are eminently practical and concerned with immediate par¬ 
ticular goods, they nevertheless bitterly argue and passionately fight about 
‘isms’ - mercantilism, capitalism, socialism, and all the many social, political, 
economic, literary, and artistic movements that have arrived at some degree 
of self-conception, self-definition, and self-formulation. Those, therefore, 
who insist that dogmas are too technical or too abstract to inform minds, 
direct wills, and affect actions seem to have little knowledge of concrete 
human life. 
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aliter dicta esse videantur quae in scripturis, quae in patribus, quae in the- 
ologis, quae in conciliis legantur. Non eaedem ergo sed aliae et aliae sunt 
quaestiones quas dogmaticus et positivus proponunt et resolvunt. 

Diximus theologiam positivam ita multipliciter dividi ut aliud documen- 
torum genus vel species aliam inducat ‘specializationem.’ Quod positivo 
sane necessarium est cum aliud non quae rat nisi quod singulis particulare 
sit. Ex quo etiam factum est ut singuli positivi propriis campis excolendis in- 
cumbant quorum limites transilire minime soleant. At dogmadcus, qui 
commune quaerat, divisiones positivo necessarias perpetuo fere transilit, 
cum singula documenta examinet non propter se ipsa sed ut nexus, conse¬ 
quent's, implicationes perspiciat quae communem fidem in documentis 
quantumvis dissitis atque diversis manifestent. 

Diximus positivum obscura, rariora, dubia minime praetermittere, turn 
quia haec praecipue elucidadone indigent, turn quia superfluum videtur in 
communibus, manifestis, certis laborare. At dogmaticus, qui fidei defini- 
tionibus quaerat fundamenta, nullatenus potest certa ex dubiis, communia 
ex rarioribus, clara ex obscuris colligere. Quam ob causam, ad alia et alia 
loca potius attendunt dogmaticus et positivus; vel si eadem considerant, 
aliter tamen procedit alius, cum positivus sensum plene determinatum salt¬ 
ern aliquando attingere velit, dogmaticus autem ilium nunc quaerat sen- 
sum qui minimus esse possit sed certus atque clarus esse debeat. 


Positivus praeterea non aliis uti solet categoriis quam quae in ipsis docu¬ 
mentis explicite adhibeantur: non enim aliam vel men tern vel mentis mo- 
dalitatem exponere vult quam ipsius quern investigat auctoris. Dogmaticus 
autem, qui auctores multos eosque diversae aetatis et culturae inter se com- 
paret, necessario explicita reddit si quae invenit implicita. Quod si rite facit, 
minime dici potest eum non alios interpretari sed suam mentem iis im- 
ponere. Omnibus enim hominibus communes sunt quae vere et proprie 
dicuntur categoriae; neque aliunde distinguuntur primitivi et exculti nisi 
quia ab his reflexe, explicite, signate adhibentur categoriae quibus ill! di- 
recte, exercite, implicite utuntur. Quare, ut obiectiones solvas quae saepius 
audiuntur, ens distingue et metaphysicam seu ontologiam; hanc ignora- 


views, since their whole problematic arises from the fact that statements 
made in the scriptures, in the Fathers, in theologians, and in the councils 
seem to differ or to be expressed differently. Dogmatic theologians and 
positive theologians, therefore, have not the same but different questions 
to ask and answer. 

We have said that positive theology has many branches, so that each type 
or species of document leads to a different specialization. This is necessarily 
so in the case of positive theologians since they investigate only what is pe¬ 
culiar to each specialty. As a result, these various specialists devote them¬ 
selves to working in their own fields of study, beyond the bounds of which 
they hardly ever stray. But dogmatic theologians, who inquire about what is 
common, almost constantly cross over the divisions necessary in positive 
theology, since they examine each document not for itself but in order to 
grasp those connections, consequences, and implications that reveal the 
common faith in the documents, however disparate and diverse those doc¬ 
uments may be. 

We have said that positive theologians by no means neglect what is un¬ 
clear, unusual, or dubious, both because these things most of all need ex¬ 
planation and because it seems unnecessary to labor over what is ordinary, 
clear, and certain. But dogmatic theologians, who seek foundations for the 
definitions of the faith, can in no way conclude to what is certain from the 
dubious, to what is ordinary from the unusual, or to what is clear from the 
obscure. Hence dogmatic and positive theologians mainly direct their at¬ 
tention to different theological sources; or if they are considering the same 
things, they proceed in different ways, since positive theologians wish to 
reach, at least eventually, a fully determined meaning, whereas dogmatic 
theologians seek a meaning that at present may be minimal but ought to be 
clear and certain. 

Also, positive theologians generally use no other categories than those 
that are explicitly used in the documents themselves, for they do not seek to 
explain any mind or any cast of mind except that of the author they are in¬ 
vestigating. Dogmatic theologians, however, who make comparisons among 
many authors belonging to different periods and cultures, necessarily ren¬ 
der explicit whatever they find implicit. And if they do this properly, in no 
way can it be said that they are not interpreting others but are imposing 
their own mind on them instead. For what are truly and properly called cat¬ 
egories are common to all human beings; and the only criterion for distin¬ 
guishing between primitive and more civilized peoples is that the latter use 
categories reflectively, explicitly, and thematically, and the former use them 
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barn librorum sacrorum auctores; illud autem non ignorant quicumque in- 
tellectu praediti sunt. 

Positivum diximus eam quaerere intelligibilitatemquae rerum particular- 
itati inhaereat et apprehensionem proprie universalem fugiat; quam ob 
causam a legibus et systematibus eum fere abhorrere, neque ad maiorem 
quandam unitatem pervenire quam quae in ordinata narratione inveniatur. 
E contra, dogmatis evolutionem diximus processum quendam esse univer- 
salizationis, non sane quasi dogmata obiectorum singularitatem omitterent, 
sed quia fides communis communisque fidei confessio singularitatem huius 
vel illius apprehensionis praetereunt et ad communes obiectorum defini- 
tiones conducunt. Quibus accedit quod dogmata multipliciter inter se co- 
haerere solent, turn ratione obiecti cum omnia unum Deum respiciant, turn 
etiam ratione quaestionum quibus respondent, cum alia quaestio soluta 
aliam solvendam manifestare soleat. Quod in re trinitaria maxime conspic- 
itur. Definita enim Filii consubstantialitate, sponte quaeritur utrum Patri 
consubstantialis etiam sit Spiritus sanctus. Agnitis deinde tribus consubstan- 
tialibus, de eorum distinctione reali quaeritur quae tamen ipsam consub- 
stantialitatem non tollat. Qua distinctione per processiones explicata, de 
procession e Spiritus sancti quaerendum est. Quibus tamen omnibus super- 
veniunt quaestiones de mysterio quod ita men tern creatam excedit ut tamen 
aliquam intelligentiam imperfectam, analogicam, obscuram admittat; 
quam dogmaticus systematico inveniendam atque evolvendam relinquit. 


Positivum denique diximus non statim sed aliquando omnia in clara luce 
collocare velle, ideoque alias quaestiones relinquere insolutas, aliasque nisi 
probabiliter non resolvere. Ea enim utitur methodo quae ita probabilia per 
probabiliora pedetentim corrigit, ut aliquando ad certitudinem perventum 
iri sperari liceat. At talem methodumin parte dogmatica adhibere est nefas. 
Nunc enim certissima est fides; iam ab Ecclesia definita sunt fidei obiecta; 
iam ex fontibus assistente Spiritu sancto derivatae sunt definitiones; quod 
vero iam factum est, illud dici nequit nisi in futuro, eoque remotiori, fieri 
non posse. Quam ob causam, pars dogmatica propriam suam exigit metho- 
dum quae radicaliter a methodo partis positivae differt. Suas ergo ponat 
quaestiones necesse est; suam distinguat ‘specializationem’ quae aliter in 
unum coniungat quae ob alium finem in diversos campos a parte positiva di- 
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directly, implicitly, and experientially. Therefore, to solve the objections 
that one very often hears, distinguish between being and metaphysics, or 
ontology; the sacred authors were ignorant of metaphysics, but anyone who 
has a mind knows being. 

We have said that positive theologians seek the intelligibility that is inher¬ 
ent in the particularity of things and eludes apprehension that is universal 
in the proper sense. For this reason they rather abhor laws and systems, and 
arrive at no greater unity than that which is found in an orderly narrative. 
We have said that dogmatic development, on the contrary, is a universaliz¬ 
ing process - not, of course, as if dogmas omit the singularity of their ob¬ 
jects, but because the common faith and the common profession of faith 
ignore the singularity of this or that apprehension and lead to common def¬ 
initions of their objects. Then there is the added fact that dogmas as a rule 
have manifold interconnections, both by reason of their object, since all 
concern the one God, and also by reason of the questions they answer, 
since the solution to one question is wont to reveal another question to be 
solved. This is most obvious in trinitarian theology. For once the consub- 
stantiality of the Son is defined, the question spontaneously arises whether 
the Holy Spirit also is consubstantial with the Father. Then, having acknowl¬ 
edged Three who are consubstantial, the question is asked concerning the 
real distinction among them that nevertheless does not negate their con- 
substantiality. And when this distinction is explained in terms of proces¬ 
sions, one has to ask about the procession of the Holy Spirit. Yet over and 
above all of these are the questions about a mystery that is so much greater 
than any created mind, and yet admits of some understanding, albeit im¬ 
perfect, analogical, and obscure. Dogmatic theologians leave this under¬ 
standing to the systematicians to discover and develop. 

Finally, we have said that positive theologians wish to bring everything to 
light, not immediately, but eventually, and therefore they leave some ques¬ 
tions unresolved and give only probable solutions to others. For they use a 
method that step by step corrects what is probable by what is more proba¬ 
ble, so that one may hope that certitude will eventually be arrived at. But it 
is unthinkable to use such a method in dogmatics. Faith today is most cer¬ 
tain; the objects of faith have already been defined by the church, and from 
the sources of revelation, with the assistance of the Holy Spirit, definitions 
have now been derived. But what has been done cannot be said to be impos¬ 
sible to do except in the future, and a far distant future at that. This is why 
dogmatic theology requires its own proper method, one that differs radical¬ 
ly from that of positive theology. Hence, it is necessary that it have its own 
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vidantur; suo modo documenta examinet; suo utatur iure ut explicita et sig- 
nata reddat quae nisi exercita et implicita non sint; suo denique cedat 
obiecto ut ex singularibus narratoribus et ex particularibus narratis ad com¬ 
mune, definitum, cohaerens, certum procedat 


Quod si fine, obiecto, methodo inter se distinguuntur pars dogmatica 
parsque positiva, nemo sane non videt quam funesta sit ilia earum confusio 
quae methodum alterius partis in altera parte vel exerceat vel exercendam 
esse doceat. Nam cum hae duae methodi in multis mutuo opponantur, 
neque finis dogmaticus positiva methodo neque finis positivus methodo 
dogmatica attingi possunt. Per confusionem ergo mutuo se destruunt quae 
per distinctionem mutuo sibi opitulari et possunt et debent. Quam tamen 
opitulationem qualis et quotuplex sit, cum longior sit sermo, hie dici parum 
convenit. 

Ostensuri ergo ‘quomodo ab Ecclesia definita doctrina contineatur in 
fontibus,’ non omnem doctrinam trinitariam nunc proponendam esse duci- 
mus sed earn duntaxat partem quae strictiori sensu dogmatica est. Quod 
neque opus mere logicum esse censemus neque ita singularitati sive ser- 
monum sive eventuum immersum ut pars theologiae dogmatica cum posi¬ 
tiva parte necessario confundatur. 
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questions to ask; that it have its own distinct specialization, one that unites 
in different ways what positive theology divides into different fields for dif¬ 
ferent ends; that it examine the documents in its own way; that it exercise its 
proper function of rendering explicit and thematic what is only implicit 
and experiential; lastly, that it be moved by its proper object to proceed 
from individual narrators and particular narratives to. what is common, def¬ 
inite, coherent, and certain. 

But if the dogmatic part of theology and the positive part are distinct by 
reason of their end, their object, and their method, there is no one, surely, 
who does not see the disastrous confusion resulting either from one part 
following the method of the other or from advocating this mixture of meth¬ 
ods. For since these two methods are incompatible in so many ways, the end 
of dogmatic theology cannot be achieved by following the method of posi¬ 
tive theology, and vice versa. Mixed together, they destroy each other, while 
through their distinctiveness they can and ought to be of assistance to each 
other. But this is not the place to discuss the nature and the many aspects of 
this mutual assistance, for that would require too lengthy a treatment. 

Although our intention is, therefore, to show ‘how a doctrine defined by 
the Church is contained in the sources of revelation,’ we do not believe that 
the entire doctrine of the Trinity should be expounded at this point, but 
only that part of it that is strictly dogmatic. And we consider this work to be 
neither merely an exercise in logic nor so embedded in the singularity of 
statements or of events that it unavoidably confuses the dogmatic with the 
positive part of theology. 
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Praemittenda 



Cum inde a Petavio 1 quaeri soleat cur antiquissimi scriptores christiani adeo 
decreta Nicaena aliaque subsequentia non praeviderint ut opposita inter- 
dum sensisse videantur, non nulla ipsis thesibus praemittenda esse videtur 
turn de ratione evolutionis dogmaticae turn de sententiis quae apud auc- 
tores antenicaenos leguntur. Hac enim quaestione expedita atque amota, 
non solum clariora et faciliora redduntur argumenta patristica postea in 
thesibus exponenda, sed edam quasi ex ipso historico rerum cursu addisci- 
tur quanam quasi via et quonam processu ex ipsis scripturis ad conciliaria 
decreta concludatur. 

Quapropter mox dicemus 2 Iudaeo-christianorum stylum apocalypdcum, 
mirum Gnosticorum speculandi modum, haereses Adoptionistarum, Sabel- 
lianorum, Arianorum, realismum Tertulliani nativum atque Platonismum 
Origenis, quid denique signified vox, consubstantiale, quodnam in ecclesia 
antenicaena adfuerit problema hermeneuticum, quemadmodum evoluta 
sit Dei conceptio. Quae tamen omnia pro lubitu selecta et frustra narrata 
esse videbuntur, nisi quis serio consideraverit exacteque perspexerit qualis 
sit, quam illustrent, evoludo dogmatica. 
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Prolegomena 


Beginning with Petavius, 1 the question has been asked why the very earliest 
Christian writers so failed to anticipate the Nicene and subsequent decrees 
that they seem at times to have entertained opinions quite at variance with 
them. It would seem worthwhile, therefore, to make a few remarks prepara¬ 
tory to the theses themselves concerning both the nature of dogmatic devel¬ 
opment and the opinions of the ante-Nicene authors. For once this question 
has been addressed and settled, not only will the patristic positions to be ex¬ 
pounded afterwards in the theses become clearer and easier to understand, 
but also one may learn from the course of history itself in what way and by 
what process the conciliar decrees have been derived from the scriptures. 

For this reason we will shortly 2 be discussing the apocalyptic style of the 
Judeo-Christians, the Gnostics’ strange manner of speculating, the adop- 
tionist, Sabellian, and Arian heresies, Tertullian’s naive realism and Ori- 
gen’s Platonism, and finally, the meaning of the word ‘consubstantial,’ the 
hermeneutical problem in the ante-Nicene church, and the way in which 
the conception of God evolved. Yet all of these topics will seem to have been 
chosen arbitrarily and recounted to no purpose unless one has seriously 

1 Dionysius Petavius, Dogmata theologica. De Trinitate, lib. I, cap. m—iv (Paris: 
Vives, 1865); n, 291-318. For the opinions of others, see Aloys Grillmeier, 
‘Hellenisierung-Judaisierung des Christentums als Deuteprinzipien der 
Geschichte des kirchlichen Dogmas,’ Scholastik 33 (1958) 321-55, 528-58. 
[This short introduction to the Prolegomena is changed from the 1961 edi¬ 
tion; see below, pp. 700-703.] 

2 Below, beginning at p. 55, 
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Non enim eiusmodi est evolutionis intelligibilitas ut nisi in ipsis datis par- 
ticularibus intelligi non possit et ideo methodo stricte positiva 3 investigari 
debeat, Sed propriam quandam exhibet naturam quae, etsi in se non ex- 
istat, in se tamen intelligi, concipi, exponi potest. Quam ob causam, sicut 
prius addisci debet scientia oeconomica quam applicari possit ad antiqua 
imperia intelligenda eorumque historiam interpretandam, ita pariter per- 
specta atque explorata evolutionis dogmadcae natura esse debet antequam 
eiusdem elementa in scriptis antenicaenis inveniri atque ordinari possinL 

Sectio Prima: De Evolutione Dogniatica 

Dogmatica ergo evolutio, si totam rem consideras, quattuor praebet as- 
pectus: obiectivum nempe et subiectivum, aestimadvum praeterea atque 
hermeneuticum. 4 

Obiectivus est aspectus qui ex evangeliis et conciliis inter se comparads 
elucet. Qui enim evangelia aliave scripta apostolica legit, illud experiri solet 
quod non solum verum docent sed etiam sensibilitatem penetrant, imagi- 
nationem excitant, affectum commoverit, cor tangunt, oculos aperiunt, vol- 
untatem alliciunt atque impellunt. Sed alterius prorsus generis inveniuntur 
decreta conciliaria, quae verum ita clare exacteque declarant ut hominis 
sensum, affectum, voluntatem praeterire videantur, et nisi intellectual non 
nutrire. Quibus.accedit quod gravius esse reputatur. Non enim ilia ipsa vera, 
quae multa in scripturis proponuntur, a conciliis fideliter selecta iisdem no¬ 
minibus verbisque repetuntur; sed intervenire solet processus quidam quasi 
syntheticus qui multa in scripturis dicta ad unum quoddam reducat idque et 
fundamental et terminis technicis saepe expressum. 

Duo igitur sunt quae obiectivum aspectum evolutionis dogmaticae faci- 
unt. Quorum primus est transitus ex alio in aliud genus litterarium; ubi 
enim prius totus homo movebatur, postea ad solum fere intellectual erudi- 
endum attenditur. Alter autem transitus est in ipso ordine veri; ubi enim 

4 Ex aliis et praeviis tractatibus lectorem iam cognoscere supponimus quotquot 
specialissimam Dei providendam, divinam revelationem, sacrae scripturae 
inspirationem, ecclesiae magisterium respiciant. 
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considered and accurately grasped the nature of dogmatic development 
which they illustrate. 

The intelligibility of development is not of the sort that can be under¬ 
stood in particular data alone and that therefore ought to be investigated ac¬ 
cording to the strictly positive method. 3 Rather, it exhibits a nature of its 
own that, though not existing in itself, nevertheless can be understood, con¬ 
ceived, and explained in itself. Hence, just as one must learn economics be¬ 
fore being able to apply it to the understanding of ancient empires and the 
interpretation of their history, so in like manner one needs to have a thor¬ 
ough grasp of the nature of dogmatic development before being able to dis¬ 
cover and set forth the elements of it in the ante-Nicene literature. 

1 Dogmatic Development 

Dogmatic development, considered in its totality, has four aspects: an objec¬ 
tive, a subjective, an evaluative, and a hermeneutical aspect. 4 

Its objective aspect is clear from a comparison between the gospels and 
the documents of the councils of the church. Anyone who reads the gospels 
or other apostolic writings generally finds that they not only teach us truths 
but also penetrate our sensibility, stir up our imagination, move our affec- 
tnjris, touch our heart, open our eyes, and entice and impel our will. But the 
conciliar decrees are found to be of a very different kind of writing: they ex¬ 
press a truth with such clarity and exactness that they apparendy bypass hu¬ 
man sensibility, affectivity, and will so as to nourish the intellect alone. But 
they have another, and more serious, feature: the councils do not go to the 
scriptures and make a careful selection of the many truths they contain and 
faithfully repeat them word for word; instead, by a kind of synthetic process 
they condense them and reduce the many scriptural words to one basic 
proposition often couched in technical terminology. 

There are two factors that produce this objective aspect of dogmatic de¬ 
velopment. The first is the transition from one literary genre to another; 
whereas the scriptures moved the whole person, the councils aim solely at 
instructing the intellect. The second factor is the transition in the order of 

3 On the strictly positive method, see above, pp. 12-19. 

4 We presuppose the reader’s familiarity with treatises dealing with the special 
providence of God, divine revelation, the inspiration of sacred scripture, and 
the magisterium of the Church. [This first section did not appear in the 1961 
edition.] 
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prius multa dicebantur vera, postea dicitur unum quod ad ilia multa com- 
paratur veluti principium vel fundamentum. 

Cui obiectivo aspectui correspondeat necesse est aspectus subiectivus. 
Ubi enim mutatur genus litterarium, ubi alia orta est veri apprehensio atque 
consideratio, aliter se habet homo. In quo tamen' consistat hoc ‘aliter se 
habere,’ breviterdici oportet 5 

Quare, ut ex maxime manifestis ordiar, alius sane est status interior 
somniantium, alius vigilantium; alia enim lege et alio quasi schemate sibi 
succedunt et inter se colligantur noctis phantasmata, et alio prorsus modo 
procedunt experientiae diurnae. Proinde, ut ex manifestis ad paulo subtilio- 
ra progrediamur, non unico quodam semperque eodem cursu procedit ipsa 
interior vigilantium vita diurna, sed multa et diversa sunt quasi schemata 
quibus alii actus conscii alios sequuntur aliosque praeparant. Aliter enim 
homines intus se habent ubi urget practica necessitas, aliter ubi delectat ex- 
perientia aesthetica, aliter ubi fervescit conscientia mythica, aliter ubi ardet 
illuminatio mystica, aliter ubi amicis congaudet humana intersubiectivitas, 
aliter ubi miros suos fines intendit intellectual! tas scientifica. 


Quorum quasi statuum atque schematum ilia videtur esse distinctio fun- 
damentalis quae conscientiam differentiatam et conscientiam indifferenti- 
atam secernit. Et indifferentiatam dicimus conscientiam esse ubi totus et 
integer homo omnibus simul suis potentiis pariter agit; differentiatam au- 
tem dicimus ubi una quaedam potentia ita vel sola vel principaliter agit ut 
caeterae vel subordinentur prorsus vel quodammodo sileant. Ita, verbi gra¬ 
tia, quern in homine practico imaginatio finem repraesentat, eundem affec- 
tus desiderat, eundem voluntas amplectitur, eundum sensus practicaque 
intelligentia coniungunt cum adhibendis mediis impedimenrisque amoven¬ 
dis; ut totus homo omnibus simul potentiis in unum finem homini propor- 
tionatum tendat. E contra vel scientificus vel speculativus in eum tendit 
finem qui non totius est hominis sed tantummodo partis intellectivae; 
neque tunc voluntati licet aliud velle bonum praeter verum quod intellectui 
bonum est; neque imaginatio alia repraesentat sensibilia nisi quae vel inven- 
tionem stimulent vel iudicium moneant; partes denique concupiscibilis et 
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truth itself; the scriptures contain a large number of truths, but the councils 
that followed issued a single proposition that stands to those many truths as 
their principle or foundation. 

To this objective aspect there necessarily corresponds a subjective aspect. 
For when there is a change in a literary genre, when there arises a different 
way of apprehending and considering truth, then there is a change in the 
human subject. We must now briefly indicate the nature of this change. 5 

To begin with what is most obvious, the interior state of one who is dream¬ 
ing is different from that of one who is wide awake. For nocturnal phantasms 
follow upon and connect with one another according to one law and pat¬ 
tern, as it were, whereas one’s daytime experiences follow a quite different 
course. Then, to proceed from the obvious to what is somewhat less so, the 
interior life of one’s waking hours does not follow the one same path all the 
time, for there are many different patterns according to which one’s con¬ 
scious acts can lead to and follow upon one another. When people are en¬ 
gaged in dealing with the practical necessities of everyday living, their 
interior state is not the same as when they are experiencing an aesthetic mo¬ 
ment, or the enthusiasm of mythical consciousness, or the ecstasy of mystical 
enlightenment, or human intersubjectivity in the enjoyment of friendship, 
or when a scientist takes delight in pursuing the wonders of scientific dis¬ 
covery. 

What fundamentally distinguishes these interior states or patterns would 
seem to be the difference between an undifferentiated consciousness and a 
differentiated consciousness. Consciousness is undifferentiated when the 
whole person is engaged with all of his or her powers equally and at the same 
time. Consciousness is differentiated when one particular power is solely or 
principally engaged and all the others either play a purely subordinate role 
or are more or less quiet. So, for example, take the case of those who are en¬ 
gaged in practical affairs: whatever their imagination presents to them as an 
end to be attained is also desired by their affectivity and embraced by their 
will, while their senses join together with their practical intelligence to ad¬ 
vance toward that end by adopting the necessary means and removing any 
obstacles. In this way the whole person with all of his or her powers together 
tends to the desired end. On the contrary, the end to which scientists or 
thinkers tend is not that of the whole person but only that of their intellec¬ 
tuality, and then the will must refrain from willing any good except the good 

5 For a fuller treatment of this topic see Bernard Lonergan, Insight 204-21 
(chapter 6, part 2). 
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irascibilis ita ab omni excitatione arcentur ut mira quadam sopitae inertia 
torpere videantur. 

Quibus perspectis, facile concludes evangeliis correspondere conscien- 
tiam indifferentiatam, dogmatibus autem conscientiam differentiatam. 
Eiusmodi enira sunt evangelia ut integro homini loquantur qui omnibus 
simul suis potendis pariter utatur. Talia autem sunt dogmata ut subiectum 
exigant quod ita ad verum attendere possit ut caeterae eius potentiae vel in- 
tellectui subordinentur vel quiescant. 

Quae cum ita sint, evolutio dogmatica non solum aspectum quendam 
obiectivum praebet, qui in ipsis documents inter se comparatis conspicitur, 
sed etiam mutationem quandam subiectivam exigit ut ex communissimo 
atque usitadssimo conscientiae indifferentiatae schemate ad aliud transea- 
tur quod nisi artibus, disdplinis, exercidis non addiscatur. 

Sed tertius iam sequitur aspectus aestimativus. Hominis enim est non sol¬ 
um agere sed etiam ipsos suos actus considerare atque iudicare. Quod si ali¬ 
ud in excultis, aliud in incultis fieri potest et debet, non idem de utrisque est 
iudicium. Sed ipsa evolutio dogmatica, uti diximus, non solum objective 
peragitur sed etiam subiectum quadantenus excultum postulat, quod novo 
et austeriori quodam genere litterario utatur et novo quodam modo vera di- 
vinitus revelata apprehendat atque consideret. Quod si haec subiectiva evo¬ 
lutio vel deficit vel spernitur vel praetermittitur, facile oriuntur eorum 
querelae qui dogmata quasi obscuriora praeterire velint, quasi minus reli- 
giosa reprehendant, quasi aberrationes impugnent. Quia tamen postea in 
thesibus de veritate dogmatum agendum erit, satis nunc esse videtur brevis- 
sime considerare utrum adeo obscura sint dogmata adeoque a spiritu reli¬ 
giose aliena ac a non paucis hodie dicitur. 

Dicuntur ergo dogmata esse obscura, evangelia esse clarissima. Quod ita 
veritatem habet ut disdnetione indigeat. Non enim exegetis clarissima sunt 
evangelia, si quidem etiam hodie post viginti fere saecula potius augeri 
quam diminui videntur turn eruditissimi articuli, monographiae, commen- 
tarii, dictionaria, turn etiam opiniones, hypotheses, methodi, atque inter- 
pretum scholae. Quod si evangeliis non deest obscuritas, neque dogmatibus 
deest claritas. Sicut enim elemerita Euclidis obscurissima iis videntur qui 
geometriam numquam didicerunt, ita etiam dogmata magnam quandam 
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of the intellect that is truth. Similarly, the imagination presents only those 
sense images that might stimulate discovery or contribute to forming a judg¬ 
ment; and finally, all passionate desire or antipathy are kept so firmly under 
control as to seem to be lying silent in somnolent repose. 

You may easily conclude from this that the gospels correspond to undif¬ 
ferentiated consciousness and the dogmas to differentiated consciousness. 
For the gospels speak to the whole person, that is, to those who are using all 
their powers equally and simultaneously. The dogmas, however, call for sub¬ 
jects who can be so absorbed in the pursuit of truth that all their other pow¬ 
ers are either subservient to the intellect or stilled. 

Accordingly, dogmatic development not only presents an objective as¬ 
pect, which is to be seen in comparing various documents, but also requires 
a change in the subject that consists of a transition from the most common 
and most frequent pattern of undifferentiated consciousness to another 
pattern that is acquired only by the development of intellectual skills with 
discipline and practice. 

But now we come to the third aspect, the evaluative. It is a human char¬ 
acteristic that we not only do things but also reflect upon and judge what we 
are doing. But if this evaluative judgment can be and necessarily is made by 
both those who are culturally advanced and those who are notably less so, it 
will be different in each case. Dogmatic development, as we have said, not 
only goes forward objectively but also demands a subject who is at a certain 
cultural level, who is used to a new and more austere literary genre and 
learns and studies the truths of divine revelation in a new way. If this subjec¬ 
tive development is lacking or scorned or ignored, soon will be heard the 
complaints of those who opt to dismiss dogmas as being too obscure, re¬ 
proach them for being less religious, and condemn them as aberrations. 
Since we shall be dealing with the truth of the dogmas later on in the theses, 
it would seem sufficient here to consider briefly whether the dogmas are as 
obscure and as alien to the religious spirit as many today make them out to 
be. 

Dogmas, it is said, are obscure, but the gospels are crystal clear. This may 
be true, but with a necessary distinction. For exegetes do not find perfect 
clarity in the gospels, seeing that at the present time, twenty centuries later, 
there seems to be an ever-increasing number of learned articles, mono¬ 
graphs, commentaries, and dictionaries, not to mention a welter of opin¬ 
ions, hypotheses, methods, and schools of interpreters. Now if the gospels 
are not without obscurity, neither are the dogmas without clarity. For just as 
Euclid’s Elements seem most obscure to those who have never learned geom- 
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admirationem inter indoctos excitare solent. Sed adeo clara atque exacta 
turn elementa euciidiaria a mathematicis turn dogmata a theologis reputan- 
tur ut tam in his quam in illis fere non existant problemata hermeneutica, 
comnientatorum disputationes, exegetarum perpetuo renovati labores. 

Cuius rei causa facile deprehenditur. Ubi enim caeterae potentiae intel- 
lectui subordinantur, ibi atdngi solent ea claritas eaque exactitudo quae ipsi 
intellectui propriae sunt; et ideo qui feliciter studia peregerunt et sine dif- 
ficultate ad schema conscientiae intellectuale transeunt, nihil magis per- 
spicuum magisve exactum esse censent quam quid signified vel theorema 
geometricum vel dogmatica definitio. Ubi autem non operatur intellectus 
nisi velut una quaedam e multis et diversis potentiis, ibi peragitur quod om¬ 
nibus hominibus ita commune est atque usitatum, ut tamen ad finem intel¬ 
lectui proprium minus attendatur; sed quod inter viventes et agentes satis 
clarum esse reputatur, ita particularibus rerum adiunctis et singularibus 
personarum intentionibus inhaerere solet, ut multipliciter describi atque 
narrari possit quin unquam ipsa haec multiplicitas ad claritatem definitionis 
vel theorematis producatur. 

Proinde, ut ad aliud caput transeamus, dicuntur dogmata parum esse re- 
ligiosa dum, e contra, ita laudibus effertur mentis hebraicae antiqua simplic- 
itas ut earn diceres divinitus populo hebraico concessam, ipsis libris sacris 
sancitam, et omnibus omnis temporis hominibus veluti exemplar proposi- 
tam. 

Attamen, quo magis ad tempora antiquiora ascendimus, eo minus differ- 
entiata invenitur omnis conscientia, ut non Hebraeorum tantummodo sed 
antiquioris cuiusque gentis sit laudata ilia simplicitas. Proinde, quo minus 
differentiata est conscientia, quo pauciora sunt schemata in quibus peragi¬ 
tur vita, eo minus clare apprehenduntur actionum humanarum diversitas 
atque distinctio. Quam ob causam, res sacrae resque profanae inter incultos 
adeo non secerni et separari solent ut potius, quasi sublata distinctione, mu- 
tuo sese penetrent; 6 et ideo fit ut ii qui in rebus profanis inveniantur quam 
maxime religiosi, in rebus sacris ad idolatriam quam maxime sint propensi. 

6 Quam mutuam quasi penetrationem ut clarius concipias, illud cogita quod 
mentaiitati symbolicae proprium est, singulas nempe res non apprehendi 
tamquam in se conclusas et, uti dicitur, ‘nihil aliud quam sed potius 
earum unamquamque sensum quendam ulteriorem continere significatum- 
que transcendens reveiare atque communicare. Quas enim quaestiones de 
origine rerum, de Deo, de hac humana vita, explicite et signate ponunt et 
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etry, so also do those who are less well educated find dogmas to be very 
strange indeed. But so clear and exact are the Elements to mathematicians 
and dogmas to theologians that they have given rise to virtually no herme¬ 
neutical problems, no disputes among commentators, and no never-ending 
labors for exegetes. 

The reason for this is easy to see. When the other powers are subordinated 
to the intellect, there results that clarity and exactness that is proper to the 
intellect, and therefore those who have done well in their studies and have 
easily made the transition to the intellectual pattern of experience find that 
nothing is more clear or more exact than the meaning of a geometric, the¬ 
orem or a dogmatic definition. When, however, the intellect is just one of 
many different powers operating, nothing is going forward except what 
takes place in the common everyday experience of humanity, so that less at¬ 
tention is being paid to the end that is proper to the intellect itself. But the 
events that are clear and simple enough in the workaday lives and activities 
of ordinary people are so bound up with their particular circumstances and 
their own personal interests that, while these events can be described and 
narrated in a multiplicity of ways, this multiplicity can never have the clarity 
of a definition or a theorem. 

Then again, to move on to another consideration, dogmas are said to be 
not very religious, while on the contrary the simplicity of the Hebraic mind 
of old is so highiy praised that one would almost think it was a gift bestowed 
by God upon the Hebrew people, sanctioned by their sacred writings, and 
proposed as a shining example to all the world and for all time. 

However, the more we go back to ancient times the more undifferentiat¬ 
ed we find every consciousness to be, so that the vaunted simplicity of the 
Hebrews is not theirs alone but is found among all ancient peoples. Further, 
the less differentiated consciousness is and the fewer are the patterns of ex¬ 
perience in which people’s lives are lived, the less clearly are grasped the di¬ 
versity and differences in human actions. This is why among primitive 
peoples the spheres of the sacred and the profane are so intimately bound 
together that they penetrate each other as if there were no distinction be¬ 
tween them,® and as a result those who in secular matters are found to be the 

6 For a clearer idea of this mutual penetration, note this characteristic of the 

. symbolic mentality, namely, that it does not apprehend things as self-con¬ 
tained units and speak of them as‘nothing other than ...’ but rather considers 
that each of them contains some deeper meaning, revealing and communi¬ 
cating something of transcendent significance. Questions about the origin of 
the universe, about God, about this human life, are explicitly and formally 
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Neque ipsi Hebraei ad idola colenda minus aliis gen ti bus inclinebantur, sed 
ab hac inclinatione per doctrinam prophetarum divinitus inspiratam, ve- 
hementer inculcatam, et saepissime repetitam retinebantur. Quae cum ita 
sint, parum fundata videtur ilia romantica opinatio quae perfecte religio¬ 
sam esse iudicat conscientiam indifferentiatam. 

Neque firmior dici potest eiusdem opinationis altera pars quae dogmata 
dictitat parum esse religiosa. Nam conscientia sese evolvente, etiam religio 
evolvatur necesse est. Religionis enim est ut tota hominum vita ad Deum re- 
feratur atque ordinetur; et ideo; ubi simplicior est vivendi modus, ibi sim- 
plicior etiam est religio; et ubi vita multipliciter diversificatur et - sit venia 
verbo - specializatur, ibi plures aspectus exhibet pluribusque muneribus 
fungitur religio. 

Quibus perspectis, facile concludes ideo maxime dogmata ad religionem 
pertinere quia religiosam reddunt conscientiam differentiatam qua intellec- 
tualiter vel excolendam vel excultam. Haec enim conscientia, sicut de aliis, 
ita etiam de re religiosa reflectitur adque iudicat; quod iudicium in totam vi- 
tam dirigendam tendit; et ideo qui intellectum religionis expertem velint, 
magis saecularismum quam veram religionem suadent. 

Qui autem arguunt tarn parvulos quam primitivos verae religionis esse ca- 
paces, vel vitam religiosam in exercitiis intellectualibus minime consistere, 
ea fallacia decipiuntur quae elenchi ignoratio nominatur. Non enim immu- 
tabilis quaedam et aeterna forma Platonica est religio, ut una eademque eo- 
dem modo tarn a parvulis quam ab adultis, tarn a primitivis quam ab excultis 
participetur; sed conscientia sese evolvente, etiam evolvitur religio, ut per- 
peram ex parvulis et primitivis ad omnem religionem concludatur. Prae- 
terea, ubi evoluta est conscientia, ibi religio et multos exhibet aspectus et 
multis fungitur muneribus; quod si unus quidam aspectus unumve munus 

resolvunt exculti, easdam primidvi, inculti, parvuli sine speciali apparatu con¬ 
ceptual! nisi admirando non ponune et nisi intelligendo non resolvunt. Cf. 

W. Wordsworth, Ode: Intimations of Immortality from Recollections of Early Child¬ 
hood. M. Eliade, Forgerons et Alchimistes, Paris 1956, p- 146. M.-J. Congar, art. 
‘Theologie,’ dtc 29 (1946) 386-88, ubi doceri videtur antiquam scholam 
mediaevalem et augustinianam potius ex symbolica quadam quam scientifica 
mundi apprehensione processisse. 
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most religious, in sacred matters are most strongly inclined to idolatry. Nor 
were the Hebrews any less inclined towards idolatry than other tribes, but 
were forcefully and repeatedly dissuaded from it by the divinely inspired 
teaching of the prophets. Itwould seem from this that there is little basis for 
the romantic nodon that an undifferentiated consciousness is the ideal ve- 
hide for religion. 

Neither is there any firmer’ground for the other part of this notion, name¬ 
ly, that dogmas are not very religious. For as consciousness develops, so also 
must religion, and it is the function of religion to relate and direct the whole 
of human life to God. Accordingly, when human life is simple, so also is re¬ 
ligion; and as life becomes more and more diversified and specialized, reli¬ 
gion exhibits further aspects and has more functions to perform. 

In view of this, one may easily conclude that dogmas are especially perti¬ 
nent to religion because they render religious a differentiated conscious¬ 
ness that is already intellectually developed or to be developed. For such 
consciousness reflects upon and makes judgments about religion as about 
other things, judgments that influence the direction of one’s entire life; 
hence, those who would want the intellect to have nothing to do with reli¬ 
gion are actually furthering the cause of secularism rather than that of true 
religion. 

I hose who argue that children and people in primitive societies have a ca¬ 
pacity for religion in the true sense, or that a religious life does not consist 
in intellectual exercises, have fallen into the fallacy of ignoratio elenchi. For re¬ 
ligion is not an unchangeable and eternal Platonic form so that it is found 
as one and the same and in the same way in children as in adults, or in prim¬ 
itive people as in the highly educated. Rather, religion develops along with 
the development of consciousness, and so it is wrong to judge all religion ac¬ 
cording to the way it is found in children or in primitive people. Besides, 
where there is a well developed consciousness, religion takes on many as- 

asked and answered by culturally advanced peoples, whereas primitive peo- 
pies, Che uneducated, and children, lacking a special conceptual apparatus 
do not raise these questions except by wondering, and do not solve them if 
they are not understood. See William Wordsworth, Ode: Intimation, oflmmor- 
tldUyromRccolUaion, of Earl, Childhood: Mircea Eliade, Forgerons elAkhimiste, 
(Pans: Flammarion, 1956) 146 [in English, The Forge and the CmcibU, trans. 
Stephen Corrin (London: Rider and Company, 1962) 143-44]- Congar 
‘Theologie,’ dtc xv (29) 386-88 [in English, A History of Theology 103-107] 
where it is suggested that the Augustinian school of the Middle Ages came out 
of a symbolic rather than a scientific apprehension of the world. 
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totam religionem non constituit, minime sequitur ilium aspectum esse 
negandum illudve munus esse tollendum; quae tamen est eorum fallax ra- 
tiocinatio qui ideo de intellectu religionem expellere velint quia in solis ex- 
ercitiis intellectualibus religio non consistat. 

Evolutionis dogmaticae aspectus consideravimus primum obiectivum, al- 
terum subiectivum, tertium aestimativum; quibus iam accedit quartus et 
hermeneuticus. Fieri enim non potest ut opinationes atque sententiae qui¬ 
bus evolutio dogmadca iudicatur atque aestimatur in ea.ndem evolutionem 
investigandam atque interpretandam non influant. Quidquid enim recipi- 
tur ad modum recipientis recipitur. Nam mens humana non omnia pariter 
admittit, quasi forum publicum esset in quod confluant quicumque voluer- 
int, sed adeo ipsa est una adeoque in se unitatem exigit atque facit, ut sponte 
atque natura iam omnis apprehensio sit quaedam quasi selectio, omnis se- 
lectio inceptam quandam ordinationem includat, omnis ordinatio futura 
iudicia praeparat et iam quodammodo suadet. Ex quo fieri solet, non solum 
ut tot sint sententiae quot sint homines, sed etiam ut in quaestionibus magis 
fundamentalibus prius quodammodo converti debeat homo quam eius cor- 
rigi possit rerum apprehensio. 

Quod autem in conscriptis dogmatum historiis iisque parum inter se con- 
sentientibus conspicitur, illud idem iam antea in ipsis evolvendis dogmati- 
bus operabatur. Sicut enim definita dogmata is vel parum vel minime 
intelligit qui in re gnoseologica, epistemologica, vel metaphysica errat (non 
enim frustra philosophica studia theologicis praemittuntur), ita etiam olim 
ne dogmata fierent iidem fere errores eaedemque tendentiae et implicito 
quodam modo vigebant et secretam suam vim exercebant. 

Nam eatenus ex verbo Dei revelato et tradito oritur dogma quatenus 
ipsum verbum qua verum consideratur, quatenus ergo a caeteris omnibus di- 
vitiis in verbo Dei contends praescinditur. Quern primum atque minimum 
gressum versus dogma non feceruntludaeo-christiani, qui potius novi testa- 
menti doctrinam per imagines turn veteris testamenti turn apocalypticae lit- 
eraturae illustrabant. 

Neque ad verbum Dei qua verum attenditur ubi secernuntur verbum et 
verum, ubi alia laudatur veritas quam propositionalis, sive cum antiquis qui- 
busdam Gnosticis veritas esse fingitur mira quaedam in divino pleromate 
emanatio, sive cum quibusdam recentioribus sistitur veritas in re non la- 
tente sed sese manifestante. 



pects and performs many functions; but if some one aspect or function does 
not constitute the whole of religion, it by no means follows that that aspect 
or that function should be denied to it; yet that is the fallacious reasoning of 
those who would expel religion from the intellect on the grounds that reli¬ 
gion does not consist solely in intellectual exercises. 

We have been considering, first, the objective aspect, secondly the subjec¬ 
tive aspect, and thirdly the evaluative aspect of dogmatic development; now 
we must add a fourth, the hermeneutic aspect. For the various notions and 
opinions thatjudge and evaluate the development of dogma will necessarily 
influence the investigation and interpretation of that development. What¬ 
ever is received is received according to the capacity of the receiver. The hu¬ 
man mind does not receive all things indiscriminately, as if it were a public 
forum open to all comers; on the contrary it is so unified in itself and has 
such an exigency for producing unity in itself that in all it apprehends it nat¬ 
urally and spontaneously makes a certain selection, and every selection in¬ 
cludes an initial ordering, and every ordering prepares the way for and in 
some way suggests future judgments. The result of this is not only that there 
are as many opinions as there are human beings, but also that in more fun¬ 
damental matters people have to undergo a kind of conversion before their 
way of apprehending reality can be corrected. 

The conflicting opinions found in various histories of dogmas reflect the 
controversies that took place in the past when those dogmas were develop¬ 
ing. For those who have an erroneous cognitional theory, epistemology, or 
metaphysics will have little or no understanding of defined dogmas (hence 
the importance of studying philosophy before theology), just as long ago 
these same aberrations and tendencies were active in an implicit way and 
surreptitiously worked against the emergence and formulation of dogmas. 

A dogma emerges from the word of God revealed and handed down in¬ 
sofar as it considers this word as true, insofar, therefore, as it prescinds from 
all the other riches contained in the word of God. The Judeo-Christians 
failed to take even the first step towards dogma, since they preferred to il¬ 
lustrate the teaching of the New Testament through images taken from both 
the Old Testament and apocalyptic literature. 

There can be no attending to the word of God as true when word and 
truth are separated, when any truth is valued except that which is expressed 
in propositions, as was the case with certain ancient Gnostics who imagined 
truth to be some strange effusion in the divine Pleroma, or with some more 
recent ones for whom truth is a matter of a thing coming out of hiding and 
revealing itself. 
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Cogebant sane haeretici, Adoptionistae, Sabelliani, Ariani, ut ad verbum 
Dei qua verum attenderetur. Ad quod tamen ipsi satis non attenderunt qui 
Filium Dei Patris habuerunt vel merum hominem, vel eundem prorsus ac 
ipse Pater, vel summam quandam creaturam, 

Neque satis est ad verbum Dei qua verum attendere nisi etiam recte con- 
cipitur habitudo inter veritatem et rem. Non enim cuiuslibet est illud explic- 
ite et signate cognoscere quod verum est medium in quo res innotescit. Sed 
multi, sensibilibus immersi, illud imaginationis figmentum deponere non 
possunt quod inter veritatem et rem intercedit nescio quae visio, perceptio, 
intuitus. 7 Et eiusmodi erat Tertullianus qui, etsi dixerit Filium esse unius 
substantiae cum Patre, hoc ipsum tamen modo quodam organico et fere 
materialistico intellexit. 

Neque hie error ideo statim superatur quia ad ordinem stricte spiritualem 
ascenditur. Ideae enim seu formae Platonicae ad ordinem quendam stricte 
spiritualem pertinent; sed conceptibus correspondent et non verbis veris. 
Quod minus perspexit Origenes, et ideo Filium posuit ita perfectam esse 
Patris imaginem ut tamen ipsam divinitatem non haberet sed participaret. 

Verbo vero correspondet ergo id quod est. Quod si eadem de Filio quae 
de Patre vere dicuntur, excepto Patris nomine, sequitur idem esse Filium ac 
Pater, non tamen eundem ac Pater. Quibus conspicitur quid signified ilia 
vox consubstantiale quam adhibuit c. Nicaenum. Neque aliud canitur in litur- 
gica praefatione de SS. Trinitate: ‘Quod enim de tua gloria, revelante Te, 
credimus, hoc de Filio tuo, hoc de Spiritu sancto, sine differentia discretio- 
nis sentimus.’ 

Quod si verbum Dei qua verum ex evangeliis ad dogmata conduxit, idem 
verbum sub eodem respectu earn induxit quam conscientiae differentia- 
tionem nominavimus. Etsi enim multi et di’versi sint conscientiae status 
atque schemata, etsi integra volumina haud sufficiant ut singula describan- 
tur, etsi alius sit alterius valor, laus, utilitas, non ideo tamen deest vinculum 
quod ita diversa unit atque coniungit ut idem homo in eodem mundo ma- 



;] { 

< \ 





The heretics, of course, Adoptionists, Sabellians, and Arians, made it nec¬ 
essary to attend to the word of God as true. But they themselves did not suf¬ 
ficiently attend to the word of God as true, for they held, respectively, that 
the Son of God the Father was a mere man, was totally the same as the Fa¬ 
ther, and was a supreme creature. 

Also, it is not enough to attend to the word of God as true if one does not 
have a correct conception of the relation between truth and reality. Not ev¬ 
eryone knows explicitly and formally that the true is the medium in which a 
thing is known. There are many who, being immersed in sense perception, 
cannot free themselves from the figment of the imagination that between 
truth and reality there intervenes some sort of vision, perception, or intu¬ 
ition. 7 Such was Tertullian, who, although he held the Son to be of one sub¬ 
stance with the Father, understood this in a kind of organic and rather 
materialistic way. 

Nor is this error immediately overcome by ascending to a strictly spiritual 1 
plane. Plato’s Ideas or Forms belong to a strictly spiritual realm, but they 
correspond to concepts, not to true words. Origen did not quite grasp this, 
and said that while the Son was a perfect image of the Father, he possessed 
divinity only by participation. 

What corresponds to a true word, therefore, is that which is. But if the 
same things are truly said of the Son as are said of the Father except that the 
Son is not the Father, it follows that the Son is the same as the Father yet not 
the same one as the Father. From this the meaning of the term ‘consubstan- 
tiaP used by Nicea becomes clear, and this is precisely what is expressed in 
the Preface of the Holy Trinity: ‘For what we believe through your revelation 
about your glory, we hold the same about your Son and the same about the 
Holy Spirit without any difference or discrimination.’ 

If the word of God considered as true has led from the gospels to the dog¬ 
mas, it is that same word under the same aspect that is responsible for what 
we have called the differentiation of consciousness. For although there are 
many different states and patterns of experience, and although it would take 
entire volumes to give an adequate description of all of them, and although 
each has its own validity, its own excellence, its own usefulness, that does not 


7 For a fuller explanation of this point, see our ‘Metaphysics as Horizon,’ Qrego- 
rianum/yi (1963) 307-18. Reprinted in Collection , vol. 4 in Collected Words of 
Bernard Lonergan, ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 1988) 188-204. 
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nere possit quamvis ex alio ad aliud conscientiae schema transeat. 8 Quod 
sane vinculum est verbum qua verum. De quo vinculo audimus ubi in ser- 
mone montano legimus, Est Est, et Non, Non (Mt. 5-37) • De quo iterum au¬ 
dimus ubi in dogmatibus legimus, Si quis dixeritanathema sit. Nam verbum 
verum faciunt suum tarn inculti quam exculti ubi affirmant; et verbum fal- 
sum reiciunt tarn inculti quam exculti ubi negant. Neque ex alio in aliud 
conscientiae schema ita transitur ut vera in falsa, falsa in vera commutentur. 
Alius sane in alio schemate est quasi horizon, isque relativus, alius est modus 
sentiendi, cogitandi, loquendi, alia est eiusdem veri expressio, sed manent 
vera quae exprimuntur sicut et idem manet qui eadem exprimit 


Quam ob causam, ut eorum resolvas difficultates et obiectiones qui con- 
tinuitatem inter evangelia et dogmata negent, una et simplex est regula: ad 
verbum qua verum attende. Illud enim omittunt perceptionistae qui se ante 
cognoscere opinentur quam iudicent. Illud omittunt idealistae qui percep- 
tionistas dictitent non realia sed apparentia percipere. Illud omittunt essen- 
tialistae qui sicut cogitationem et cognitionem ita essentiam et esse non satis 
distinguant. Illud omittunt qui Denkformen vel Denkstrukturen ita plene de- 
scribant ut tamen aliud esse Denkene t aliud Erkennen non perspiciant. Illud 
omittunt qui dogmata ad mentalitatem hellenisticam reducant, cum haec 
essentias speculetur, sed ilia quod est affirment. 9 

Quattuor ergo quos enumeravimus evolutionis dogmaticae aspectus iam 

8 Quod tamen cessat vinculum ubi ad quosdam status conscientiae devenitur, 
uti somniorum, amentiae, et eiusmodi. 

9 Satis inter theologos constat dogmata existentiam mysteriorum affirmare, sys- 
temata vero theologica aliquam essentiarum intelligentiam quaerere. Verbi 
causa, qui dicit meet non esse , esse idemve 1 esse aliud, sub alio respectu idem, sub 
alio aliud, nondum de essentia investiganda incepit; quae tamen sufficiunt 
ut antiqua dogmata trinitaria et christologica declarentur. Quod minus per- 
spexisse videtur J. Hessen, Griechische oder biblische Theologie? (Munchen/Basel 
1962) 86 ss., forte quia existendae notitiam nisi in communi et usitadssimo 
conscientiae schemate non agnoscat; hoc enim supposito sequeretur eum nisi 
essentias speculari non posse qui in schemate conscientiae inteUectuali verse- 
tur. 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


45 Part 1: Prolegomena 


mean that there is no bond uniting and linking such diverse states and pat¬ 
terns, so that the same person can remain in his own world even when going 
from one pattern of experience to another. 8 This bond is surely the word as 
true. We hear about this bond when we read in the Sermon on the Mount, 
‘Yes, yes, and No, no’ (Matthew 5.37). We hear about it again when we read 
in the dogmatic pronouncements, ‘If anyone says ..., let him be anathema.’ 
The uneducated as well as the educated make a true word their own when 
they affirm it, and reject a word as false when they deny it. Nor is there any 
passing from one pattern of experience to another in such a way that what 
is true becomes false or what is false becomes true. Each pattern, of course, 
has its own horizon, so to speak, one that is relative to it, has its own way of 
feeling, of thinking, of speaking, and of expressing the same truth; but the 
truths that are expressed remain true just as the one who expresses them re¬ 
mains the same person. 

In order, therefore, to solve the difficulties and objections of those who 
would deny the continuity between the gospels and the dogmas, there is one 
simple rule: attend to the word as true. This rule is overlooked by percep- 
tionists, who think they know a thing before having made a judgment about 
it. It is overlooked by idealists, who insist that what the perceptionists per¬ 
ceive are not real things but appearances. It is overlooked by essentialists, 
who, just as they do not sufficiently distinguish between thinking and know¬ 
ing, so also they do not sufficiently distinguish between essence and exist¬ 
ence. It is overlooked by those who give a full description of Denkformen or 
Denkstrukturen without grasping that Denkeh and Erkennen are two different 
things. It is overlooked by those who ascribe dogmas to the Hellenistic men¬ 
tality, which speculates about essences whereas dogmas assert what is 9 
We have described the four aspects of dogmatic development listed 

8 This bond ceases when one enters certain states of consciousness, such as 
dreaming or insanity and the like. 

9 Theologians generally understand well enough that dogmas affirm the exist¬ 
ence of the mysteries whereas theological systems seek some understanding of 
essences. For example, one who says ‘Is’ and ‘Is not,’ ‘Is the same’ or ‘Is not 
the same,’ ‘Is the same in one respect but not in another’ has not yet begun to 
investigate essences; this, however, suffices for explaining the age-old trinitar¬ 
ian and christological dogmas. Yet this, it seems, has not been fully grasped by 
Johannes Hessen, Griechische oder biblische Theologie ? (Munchen/Basel: Ernst 
Reinhardt Verlag, 1962) 86-94, possibly because he recognizes only the 
knowledge of existence that is attained in the common ordinary pattern of 
experience; for on this supposition it would follow that one who is operating 
in the intellectual pattern of experience can only speculate about essences. 
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descripsimus: obiectivum, subiectivum, aestimativum, atque hermenSuti- 
cum. Qui quam arete inter se connectantur breviter dici oportet ut deinceps 
conciudamus quid inde sequatur. 

Arctissime ergo inter se coniunguntur aspectus obiectivus et subiectivus, 
si quidem correlativi sunt. Neque generice tantummodo loquimur, quate- 
nus obiectum et subiectum mutuo sese implicant, sed etiam specifice, cum 
obiectivus aspectus in praecisiva quadam veri consideratione consistat, et 
eiusmodi consideratio subiectum intellectualiter excultum supponat. 

Arctissiirie deinde cum praecedentibus connectitur aspectus aestimati- 
vus, cum hominis sit non solum agere sed etiam ipsos suos actus quasi 
reflexe considerare, iudicare, aestimare, ut eosdem vel laudetvel reprehen- 
dat. Quod si idem ab aliis laudatur et ab aliis reprehenditur, si utraque pars 
tam suas tuetur rationes quam rationes alterius refutat, mox eo procedere 
potest haec reflexa vel definiendi vel definiti dogmatis consideratio ut 
quaestiones prorsus fundamentales vel exercite tangantur vel signate 
agitentur. 

Arctissime proinde cum aspectu aestimativo nectitur aspectus hermeneu- 
ticus. Nam quidquid recipitur ad modum recipientis recipitur; quos recipi- 
endi modos manifestant quaestiones atque disputationes quae de natura 
dogmatum eorumque valore oriri solent; et ideo quod in dogmatibus inves- 
tigandis atque interpretandis saepius latet, illud in iisdem iudicandis atque 
aestimandis patet. 

Denique, ut circulus aspectuum quasi claudatur, duplex est interpretandi 
processus, et duplex est artis hermeneuticae usus; recentior qui de evolu- 
tione dogmatica olim peracta inquirit; antiquior qui ex verbo Dei revelato 
ad ipsum dogma definiendum decurrit. Quod si hie ad ilium tamquam di¬ 
rectus ad reflexum processum comparatur, si hie historicis casibus et ille sci- 
entifica methodo gubernari videtur, utrinque tamen eaedem sunt ultimae 
questiones eaedemque difFicultates fundamentales, quid scilicet sit veritas, 
et quaenam sit veritatis et realitatis comparatio. 


Quibus dictis, quid inde sequatur iam addi oportet. 

Et sequitur primo motum doctrinalem et antenicaenum non unam quan- 
dam atque simplicem fuisse evolutionem sed duplicem. Sane in primis illis 
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above, its objective, subjective, evaluative, and hermeneutical aspects. We 
must now say something briefly about how closely interconnected they are 
so that we may then determine what follows from this. 

There is an extremely close connection between the objective and subjec¬ 
tive aspects, since they are correlatives. And we are not speaking in general 
only, inasmuch as object and subject imply each other, but also specifically, 
since the objective aspect consists in considering truth precisely as such, and 
this consideration requires a subject who has reached a certain level of in¬ 
tellectual development 

Very closely connected with these first two is the evaluative aspect, since it 
is a human trait not only to act but also, in a reflective way, we might say, to 
consider our actions and to judge and evaluate them and so approve or dis¬ 
approve of them. But if some approve of what others reject, if each party 
maintains its own position and refutes the position of the other party, before 
long this reflective consideration of a dogma to be defined or of one already 
defined can arrive at the point where absolutely fundamental questions are 
either touched upon in the course of the discussion or are explicitly and for¬ 
mally addressed. 

Also, the hermeneutic aspect is very closely connected with the evaluative. 
Whatever is received is received according to the capacity of the receiver, 
and so the questions and discussions about the nature and validity of dog¬ 
mas that typically arise reveal the various ways in which they are received; 
and thus the presuppositions that most often underlie the investigation 
and interpretation of dogmas come to light when these dogmas are being 
judged and evaluated. 

Finally, to complete the circle of these four aspects, we note that there are 
two processes of interpretation and two ways in which the art of hermeneu¬ 
tics is used. Modern scholarship investigates the process of a dogmatic de¬ 
velopment that has already been achieved, while the work of interpretation 
in ancient times proceeded from the revealed word of God to conclude with 
the defining of a dogma. Now if the ancient interpretative process is to the 
modern as a direct to a reflective process, and if the earlier process was 
subject to the vicissitudes of history while the modern process is governed by 
scientific method, nevertheless they both deal with the same ultimate ques¬ 
tions and the same fundamental problems, namely, what is truth and what 
is the relation between truth and reality. 

Let us now indicate what follows from what we have been saying. 

The first consequence is that in the ante-Nicene doctrinal movement 
there were not one but two developments that were going forward. During 
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aevi christiani saeculis evoluta est doctrina trinitaria et christologica; at in 
ipso hoc motu doctrinali alius et profundior continebatur quo evoluta est 
ipsa dogmatis ratio, non quidem explicite et signate prout earn superius de- 
scripsimus, sed implicite et exercite ut illud fieret quod describeremus. An- 
tiqui enim illi scriptores ita defmiendum dogma vel directe vel indirecte 
praeparaverunt ut ipsi tamen haud scirent quid facerent; nam eiusmodi est 
omnis motus intellectualis ut prius fieri debeat quam reflexe considerari, 
examinari, explicari possit. 

Sequitur deinde maioris momenti distinctio: aliam nempe esse evolu- 
tionem doctrinalem ex obscuritate in claritatem; aliam autem esse evolu- 
tionem doctrinalem ex alio in aliud claritatis genus. Ex obscuritate in 
claritatem profecit ipsa dogmatis ratio quae in verbo Dei qua vero fimdatur; 
sed ex alia claritate in aliam processit Christiana de Christo doctrina. Quod 
enim de Christo senserunt vel Marcus vel Paulus vel Ioannes neque obscu- 
rum neque confusum erat; sed clara et disdncta eorum doctrina ad aliud 
claritatis et distinc'tionis genus processit ubi decretum est dogma Nicaenum. 
At huic dogmati accedere debuerunt turn caetera dogmata turn historica 
dogmatum investigatio ut clarae et disdnctae fieri possent dogmaticae evo- 
lutionis existentia atque natura. 10 

Sequitur tertio qualis esse debeat evoluuonis antenicaenae investigatio. 
Non enim de una evolutione agitur sed de duabus; neque de duabus eius- 
dem naturae cum alia ex obscuritate in claritatem, alia autem ex claritate in 
aliud claritatis genus processerit, neque denique agitur de duabus evolu- 
tionibus separads et independentibus, cum alia in alia contineatur, cum 
unius eiusdemque rei alia sit quasi aspectus genericus et alia aspectus speci¬ 
fics. Quam ob causam, ea maxime sunt afferenda documenta quae turn 
Dominum nostrum Dei Filium respiciunt turn diversos auctores manifestant 
quemadmodum diversimode idem recipiant. Quod enim recipiebatur doc¬ 
trina christologica erat. Quod autem evolvebatur recipiendi modus erat. 
Quo quidem modo sese evolvente, et profecit ratio dogmatis ex obscuritate 


10 Quare, recentior omnino est quaestio de evolutione dogmatica; quam evolu- 
tionem adeo non intendit vel voluitS. Athanasius utfidem scripturisticis 
tantummodo verbis confiteri maluisset nisi malitia Ariana alium loquendi 
modum necessarium reddidisset. Cf. Dedecretis nicaenae synodi 32; aw ii, 28,1 
ss.; MG 25, 473 d - 476 a. 
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those early Christian centuries both the trinitarian and christological doc¬ 
trines were being developed; but this doctrinal movement itself enfolded a 
second and more profound development in which the idea of dogma itself 
was developing - developing not in the explicit and formal manner as we 
have described it above, but developing implicitly in the ongoing doctrinal 
controversies that brought about what we have been describing. For those 
ancient writers directly or indirectly prepared the way for defining dogma 
without knowing that that was what they were doing. But it is true of every in¬ 
tellectual movement that it has first to go forward before one can by a re¬ 
flective process attend to, examine, and explain it. 

The next consequence is the even more important distinction between 
doctrinal development from obscurity to clarity and doctrinal development 
from one kind of clarity to another. The idea of dogma that is founded upon 
the word of God as true moved from obscurity to clarity, but the Christian 
doctrine about Christ progressed from one clarity to another. What Mark or 
Paul or John taught about Christ was neither obscure nor vague, but their 
clear and distinct teaching advanced to another kind of clarity and distinct¬ 
ness with the dogmatic decree of the Council of Nicea. However, it was only 
with the appearance of further dogmas and the emergence of the historical 
investigation of dogmas that the fact of dogmatic development and its na¬ 
ture could be clearly and distinctly known. 10 

The third consequence is the recognition of what investigating the 
ante-Nicene development necessarily involves. For in it there is not one de¬ 
velopment to consider but two. Nor are these two of the same kind: one pro¬ 
ceeded from obscurity to clarity while the other proceeded from clarity to 
another kind of clarity; and finally, these are not two separate and indepen¬ 
dent developments, since one is contained within the other and since one is, 
as it were, a generic aspect and the other a specific aspect of one and. the 
same thing. For this reason the most relevant documents are those that refer 
to our Lord as Son of God and at the same time reveal the different ways in 
which various writers received the same thing. What they were receiving was 
the christological doctrine, but what was developing was the way in which 


10 This is why the question of dogmatic development is a quite recent one. St 
Athanasius was so much against such development that he would have pre¬ 
ferred to express the faith using only the words of scripture but for the fact 
that * the malice of the Arians’ made necessary another way of speaking. See 
De decretis nicaenae synodi 32; Opitz, Aw 11, p. 28,1-5; mg 25, 473 c - 476 a. 
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in claritatem, et processit notitia Christi Domini ex claritate in claritatem. 11 

Sequitur quarto duas et diversas esse methodos quibus duplex evolutio in- 
vestigetur. Nam de Christo Domino quaeritur quid novissent scriptores an- 
tenicaeni; sed de evolutione dogmatica quaeritur non quid novissent (nam 
nihil fere noverant) sed quid fecerint. Porro, aliud est quaerere quid anti- 
quitus notum sit, aliud autem est quaerere quid antiqui non cognoverint et 
tamen fecerint. Ubi enim de scientia antiquorum quaeritur, nihil sane ad- 
mitti potest nisi quod ab ipsis antiquis vel dictum est vei saltern cogitatum. 
Sed ipsa eadem methodus applicari non potest ad 'illud investigandum quod 
ita est factum ut tamen ab ipsis facientibus non sit notum; si enim applica- 
retur, concluderetur falsum, antenicaenos scilicet nihil fecisse ad dogma 


11 Ut similitudinem quandam ex studiis profanis afferam, aliud est quaerere de 
origine ipsius sciendae modernae, aliud est quaerere de origine huius vel 
illius conceptions vel legis quae in scientia moderna recipitur. Hoc factum 
est in permultis studiis iisque omnino particularibus. Illud fecit H. Butter¬ 
field, The Origins of Modem Science, 1300-1800 (New York: Macmillan, i960). 
Cuius sane condusio commonstrat quantum illud et hoc inter se differant. 
Nam ex pardcularibus studiis constat multa et diversa modernae scientiae ele- 
menta inde ab ineunte saec. xiv esse inventa. Contendit autem Prof. Butter¬ 
field non incepisse scientiam modemam nisi sub finem saec. xvn. Quae enim 
antea inventa sunt elementa ita intra contextum systematicum et aristoteli- 
cum retinebantur turn ut ipsa sibi parum constarent, turn ut obiectionibus sa- 
tisfacere non possent, turn utea facile concederent quae in scienda moderna 
negarentur. Tunc ergo orta est quam dicimus scienda moderna, quando ilia 
multa et diversa elementa e contextu aristotelico quasi erepta seu liberata 
sunt et in unum quoddam novumque systema plus minus completum coa- 
luerunt; quod saec. xvn peractum est. 


Proinde, quam dicimus similitudinem in ordine methodologico facile per- 
spicis. Aliud enim est quaerere pardculariter de auctoribus antenicaenis quid 
de Christo senserint singuli; aliud est quaerere de generali illo motu quae evo¬ 
lutio dogmatica nominatur et tam in aliis quam in antenicaenis illustratur. 
Quam ob causam, sicutProf. Butterfield suum opus non ante incipere poterat 
quam permulta et stricte positiva studia pardcularia peracta essent, neque 
suam quaesdonem solvere poterat nisi momentum systemads in singulis legi- 
bus rite concipiendis perspexisset: ita simili quodam modo praesens nostra 
quaesdo ita multa et pardcularia studia posidva praesupponitut tamen solvi 
non possit nisi clare et exacte concipiantur quotquot in evolutione dogmadca 
inveniantur aspectus. 
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they received that doctrine. As this way of receiving it developed, the idea of 
dogma advanced from obscurity to clarity, and the knowledge of Christ the 
Lord proceeded from clarity to clarity. 11 

A fourth consequence is that two different methods are required for in¬ 
vestigating these two developments. For we may ask what the ante-Nicene 
authors knew about Christ the Lord; but we do not ask what they knew con¬ 
cerning the development of dogma (which was virtually nothing), but about 
what part they had in it. It is one thing to ask what was known in the ancient 
world, and another to ask what the ancients did not know about but never¬ 
theless did. For when we ask about the knowledge the ancients had, we can 
surely admit as evidence only what they themselves either said or at least 
though L But this method cannot be applied to an investigation of what was 
being done by those who were unaware of what they were doing; for if itwere 

1 1 To take as an example something comparable to this in another area, it is one 
thing to investigate the origin of modern science itself and another to investi¬ 
gate the origin of this or that concept or law that is received in modern sci¬ 
ence. The jatter investigation has been done in a multitude of studies with 
regard to many different fields. The former study was undertaken by Herbert 
Butterfield in The Origins of Modem Science, 1300-1800 (London: Bell, 1950; 
New York: Macmillan, i960). His findings demonstrate very well how different 
from each other these two are, for his study of particular scientific fields 
clearly reveals that many different elements of modern science had been dis¬ 
covered as early as the beginning of the fourteenth century. It is Professor 
Butterfield’s contention, however, that modern science began only towards 
the end of the seventeenth century. For those elements that had been discov¬ 
ered earlier remained within a systematic Aristotelian context, and as a result 
there was little coherence among them, they were unable to answer objec¬ 
tions adequately, and they easily accepted what modern science rejects. What 
we know as modern science arose only when those many and varied elements 
were stripped away or set free from that Aristotelian context to coalesce in a 
new system that was more or less complete. This was accomplished in the 
seventeenth century. 

Now, one can easily see how this example from science is relevant to meth¬ 
odology. It is one thing to ask particular questions about what this or that 
, ante-Nicene author held concerning Christ; but it is a quite different thing to 
ask about the general movement known as dogmatic development and exem¬ 
plified in other authors besides the ante-Nicene. This is why Professor Butter¬ 
field could not have begun to write his book until he had completed his 
survey of a great number of strictly positive studies in a variety of different 
fields and-could not have answered his question had he not grasped the 
importance of system in correctly conceiving the laws governing each of 
them. In a similar way, our present question presupposes so many particular 
positive studies that it cannot be solved without a clear and accurate concept 
of the many different aspects of dogmatic development. 
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praeparandum quia parum vel nullatenus novissent se quidquam eiusmodi 
facere. 

Quod si agnoscis duarum methodorum necessitatem, forte tamen quaeris 
qualis sit methodus ea investigandi quae facta ab ipsis facientibus sint igno- 
ta. Sed hie de methodis quot et quales sint et quaenam sint earum funda- 
menta, minime disserere possumus. Sufficiat igitur ut dicamus evolutionem 
dogmaticam investigari non posse ab eo qui tam dogmata quam evolutiones 
non multo melius cognoscat quam cognoverint antenicaeni. Non ergo ipsis 
docentibus antenicaenis sed aliunde addiscendum est quid dogma sit, quid 
evolutio, quot et quaenam sint evolutiones dogmaticae, quid in genere de iis 
did possit, et alia eiusmodi. Quibus peractis, iam parata est quaedam quae 
dicitur structura heuristica ut scilicet scias quid quaeras, quemadmodum in- 
venta discernas et iudices, quaenam seligas, quonam ordine colloces 
quaecumque manifestent quid olim factum sit etsi a facientibus ignotum. 
Sed de his heuristicis structuris 12 sicut longior ita minus necessarius hie esset 
sermo, si quidem practice sufficit ut vera esse agnoscas quae de aspectibus 
evolutionis dogmaticae superius rettulimus. 


Sequitur quinto ubinam lateat totius huius quaestionis quasi crux. Nam 
inter antenicaenos evolvebatur recipiendi modus; quod tamen ab iis perspi- 
ci non potest qui similem quandam in modo recipiendi evolutionem num- 
quam sint experti. Qui enim nullum alium cogitandi et Ioquendi modum 
volunt praeter scripturisticum, potius cum antiquissimis Iudaeo-christianis 
consentiunt quam eorum tarditatem reprehendunt. Qui veri nominis cog- 
nitionem in perceptionibus ponunt, potius cum Tertulliano consentiunt 
quam erroris originem atque fontem in eo deprehendunt. Qui conscien- 
tiam intellectualiter excultam timent, vel qui aliam veritatem laudant sed 
propositionalem ad nominalismum vel ad mentalitatem mythicam re- 
ducunt, vel qui in dogmatibus iam inceptam vident metaphysicam quam 
odio habent, ii omnes dogma nicaenum censere solent non optatam pro- 
blematum solutionem assistente Spiritu sancto adeptam sed potius vel aber- 
rationem vel dolendam quandam necessitatem olim ex particularibus 
adiunctis ortam. 
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applied it would lead to a false conclusion, namely, that the ante-Nicene 
writers contributed nothing to the preparation of the dogma because they 
were scarcely or not at all aware that they were doing anything of the sort. 

Now if you acknowledge the need for two methods, you still may ask what 
sort of method there is for investigating what was being done by those who 
did not know that they were doing it. But this is certainly not the place to dis¬ 
cuss the number and nature of such methods and their basic principles. Let 
it suffice, therefore, to say that dogmatic development cannot be investigat¬ 
ed by one who has no better knowledge of both dogmas and developments 
than the ante-Nicene authors had. Hence, we must go, not to these authors, 
but elsewhere to learn what dogma is, what development is, how many dog¬ 
matic developments there have been and what they are, what can be said 
about them in general terms, and the like. And once this has been done, 
what is called a heuristic structure is in place, so that you may know what 
questions to ask, how to discern and judge your findings, what elements to 
select, in what order to place everything that sheds light on what was accom¬ 
plished long ago, even though those who were responsible for it were un¬ 
aware of what they were doing. But at this point a discussion about these 
heuristic structures would be too lengthy and indeed is hardly necessary, 12 
since it suffices for practical purposes to acknowledge as true what we have 
said above concerning the various aspects of dogmatic development. 

The fifth consequence is that we now know where the crux of this entire 
question lies. The way in which they received doctrine was developing 
among the ante-Nicene authors; but this cannot be grasped by those who 
have never experienced a similar development in the way of receiving. 
Those who reject any way of thinking and speaking that is not biblical agree 
with the most ancient Judeo-Christians instead of criticizing them for their 
backwardness. Those for whom knowledge in the true sense is a matter of 
perception agree with Tertullian and fail to notice the original source of his 
error. Those also who are afraid of a well-developed intellectual conscious¬ 
ness, or who esteem non-propositional truth while reducing propositional 
truth to nominalism or to a mythic mentality, or who see in dogmas the be¬ 
ginnings of a metaphysics they detest - all of these look upon the dogma of 
Nicea, not as the desired solution to problems achieved with the help of the 
Holy Spirit, but rather as an aberration or a regrettable necessity occasioned 
long ago by special circumstances. 

12 The topic of heuristic structures is more fully treated in Insight, chapter 2; see 
also pp. 417-21. 
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Sequitur sexto utilitas eorum quae in prima parte huius opusculi praemit- 
timus. Quos enim non satis adiuverunt studia philosophica ut ipse eorum 
recipiendi modus evolvatur, purificetur, perficiatur, eos adiuvare possunt 
concreta et historica exempla quibus simul et illustrator et suadetur proces¬ 
sus quo, sicut olim, ita etiam hodie ad dogmata rite recipienda pervenitur. 


Sectio Altera: De Iudaeo-Christianis 

1 ludaeo-christianismus dupliciter maxime concipitur: uno modo, uti com- 
plexio haeresium quae ex iudaismo sunt ortae; alio modo, uti forma 
quaedam culturalis, iudaismo qui tardior dicitur propria, quae tarn in ortho- 
doxis quam in heterodoxis invenitur, neque ad auctores iudaicos restringi- 
tur. 13 

2 ludaeo-christianismus haereticus, seu primo modo conceptus, in diversas 
subdividitur sectas. Apud J. Danielou enumerantur: Ebionitae, Elkesaitae, 
Cerinthus, gnosis Samaritana et Christiana, variae sectae gnosticae et Aegyp- 
tiacae, Carpocrates. 14 

Ebionitae 15 ita fidem erga Christum Dominum sunt professi ut ipse 
tamen non credatur nisi homo a Deo electus. 1 ® Totam NT doctrinam sote- 


15 Quinam fuerint Ebionitae, quid de iis cognoscatur, quinam sint fontes, quae- 
nara quaestiones disputatae, cf.J.A. Fitzmyer, Theological Studies 16 (1955) 
336-50, ubi etiam de connexione cum Qumran. 
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The sixth consequence is the usefulness of the material we are setting 
forth in part 1 of this book. Those whose philosophical studies have not suf¬ 
ficiently prepared them to develop, purify, and perfect their way of receiving 
dogma can be helped by these concrete historical examples that will both il¬ 
lustrate the process through which the right way of receiving dogmas was ar¬ 
rived at in the past and at the same time suggest how they are to be rightly 
received even today. 

2 The Judeo-Christians 

1 There are principally two ways of conceiving Judeo-Christianity: first, as a 
group of heresies stemming from Judaism, and second, as a cultural expres¬ 
sion, belonging to what is called Later Judaism, that is found in both hetero¬ 
dox and orthodox writings and is not restricted to Judaic authors. 13 

2 The first, the heretical, form of Judeo-Christianity is subdivided into di¬ 
verse sects. As listed by Jean Danielou, these are: Ebionites, Elkesaites, Cer¬ 
inthus, Samaritan and Christian gnosis, various gnostic and Egyptian sects, 
and Carpocrates. 14 

The Ebionites 15 professed faith in Christ the Lord but believed him to be 
only a man specially chosen by God. 1 ® They made no mention at all of the 

13 For an example of the former conception, see Jean Duplacy, ‘La revelation 
de la Trinite dans une impasse: Le Judeo-Christianisme, ’ Lumiere et Vie fasc. 

29 (September, 1956) 703[i27]-7i8[i42]; for the latter, see Jean Danielou, 
Theologie dujudeo-christianisme (Tournai-Paris: Desclee & Cie, 1958) [In En¬ 
glish: The Theology of Jewish Christianity , trans. and ed.John A.’Baker (London- 
Darton, Longman & Todd, and Chicago: The Henry Regnery Company, 
1964)]. Danielou writes (p. 19): ‘Nous entendonsdonc ici parjudeo-christian- 
isme I expression du christianisme dans Ies formes du Spdtjudentum [‘In this 
work Jewish Christianity should be understood to refer to the expression of 
Christianity in the thought-forms of Later Judaism’ (p. 10 in translation). 
Hereafter reference will be to Baker’s translation of Danielou’s book, with the 

• French page numbers given in brackets, as in the next note.] See Grillmeier, 
‘Hellenisierung-Judaisierung’ at 538-47. 

14 See Danielou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity 55-85 [67-98]. 

15 For a discussion of the Ebionites and of Ebionite sources, of how much is 
known about them, of disputed quesdons, and of their relationship to the sect 
at Qumran, see Joseph A. Fitzmyer, ‘The Qumran Scrolls, the Ebionites and 
Their Literature,’ Theological Studies 16 (1955.) at 336-50. 

16 In Homiliae Clementinae (Altaner, Patrology 83-85) Simon Magus argues that he 
who comes from God is God, but Peter replies that he cannot affirm any such 
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riologicam omiserunt. De Spiritu sancto nihil docuisse videntur quod non 
iam in VT continebatur. Veteris legis observantiam retinuerunt. 17 


entire soteriological doctrine in the New Testament, and apparently taught 
nothing about the Holy Spirit that was not already contained in the Old Tes¬ 
tament. They continued to observe the old law. 17 


3 Ubi autem altero modo concipitur iudaeo-christianismus, et latius patent 
fontes et totus quidam imaginandi, concipiendi, loquendi modus addisci 
debet. Praeter apocrypha AT et NT considerantur Didache, Odae Salomonis, 
Epistula Bamabae, Hermas, Ignatius Antiochenus, Clemens Romanus, et 
quae seniorum traditionibus a Papia vel Irenaeo ascribuntur. 18 In quorum 
intelligentiam exigitur apprehensio quaedam eorum quae turn exegeseos 
modum turn genus litterarium, praesertim apocalypticum, iis proprium res- 
piciunt. 19 


4 Per modum thematis haec ex Origene proponuntur: 


Dicebat autem et hebraeus magister quod duo ilia Seraphin, quae in Esaia 
[6.3] senis alis describuntur damantia adinvicem et dicentia: Sanctus sanctus 
sanctus dominus Sabaoth, de unigenito filio dei et de spiritu sancto essent intel- 
ligenda. Nos vero putamus etiam illud, quod in cantico Ambacum [Habac 
3.2] dictum est, In medio duorum animalium fvel duarum vitarum) cognosceris, de 
Christo et de spiritu sancto sentiri debere. 20 






20 Origen, Deprincipiis, 1,3, 4 ; Koetschau 53 . 4 -» 0 ; quod agitur non de vita (^corj) 
sed de animal i (^foov), constare videtur ex loco priori; videsis Koetschau 52,2 
et apparatum. 


* 


3 As to the second way of conceiving Judeo-Christianity, the sources for it are 
wide-ranging and their study requires familiarity with a wholly different way 
of imagining, of conceiving, and of speaking. In addition to the Old Testa¬ 
ment and New Testament apocrypha, these sources include the Didache, the 
Odes of Solomon, the Letter of Barnabas, The Shepherd of Hermas, Ignatius of An¬ 
tioch, Clement of Rome, and the writings attributed by Papias or Irenaeus to 
the traditions of the elders. 18 To understand these one needs to have a grasp 
both of the way of doing exegesis and of the literary genre, especially that of 
apocalyptic, that is peculiar to each of them. 19 

4 For a typical expression of this, let us take the following passage from Ori¬ 
gen: 


The Hebrew teacher used to say that those two Seraphim described 
by Isaiah [6.3} as having six wings and calling out to each other saying 
‘Holy, holy, holy Lord of hosts’ are to be understood as the only-be- 
gotten Son of God and the Holy Spirit. And we are also of the opin¬ 
ion that the words in Habakkuk [3.3], ‘In between two living beings 
(or two lives) you shall be known,’ are to be understood as referring 
to Christ and the Holy Spirit. 20 


thing, since he did not hear itfrom the Lord. Horn. Clem, xvi, 15; Bernhard 
Rehm (gcs 42) 225,15-18; mg 2,377 B; see ibid., from c. 11. [Lonergan refers 
throughout to Berthold Altaner, Patrologie: Leben, Schriften und Lehre der Kirch- 
envdter (Freiburg: Verlag Herder, 1958) . Hereafter reference will be to Patrol- 
ogy, trans. HildaC. Graef (Freiburg: Herder, and Edinburgh, London: Nelson, 
i960) . The reference here is to pp. 104-105 of the translation. In subsequent 
references to Altaner, the German pagination will be given in brackets.] 

17 Danielou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity 63-64 [75—76] . For a very brief 
treatment of the Elkesaites, see below, p. 209. On the other groups, see 
Danielou. 

18 Danielou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity 7-54 [17-65]. 

19 Ibid. 87-115 [101-64] . 

20 Origen, Deprincipiis, 1, 3,4; Paul Koetschau (gcs 22) 53, 4-10; that it is not life 
(0»H) but a living creature (£toov) that is meant would appear to be estab¬ 
lished from a comparison of this passage with a preceding one: see Koetschau 
(gcs 22) 52, 2, and critical apparatus. [Note that these words do not occur in 
the Masoretic Text but in the Septuagint of Habakkuk 3.2.] 
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Nam et hebraeus doctor ita tradebat: pro eo quod initium omnium vel finis 
non posset ab ullo comprehendi nisi tantummodo a domino Iesu Christo 
et ab spiritu sancto, idcirco aiebat per figuram visionis Esaiam dixisse duos 
Seraphiri solos esse, qui duabus quidem alis operiunt faciem dei, duabus vero 
pedes, et duabus volant ctamantes ad invicem sibi et dicentes: Sanctus sanctus sanctus 
dominus Sabaoth, plena est universa terra gloria lua. Zi 


Quibuscum contulit Danielou 22 illud ex Demonstratione Irenaei secundum 
versionem aj. Smith factam: 

This God, then, is glorified by His Word, who is His Son forever, and by the 
Holy Spirit, who is the Wisdom of the Father of all. And their Powers (those 
of the Word and of Wisdom), which are called Cherubim and Seraphim, with 
unfailing voice glorify God, and the entire establishment of heaven gives 
glory to God, the Father of all. 23 

5 Apud Pastorem Hermae saepius nominator angelus quidam maxime ven* 
erabilis (ayyeXoq cspvoxcmx;) qui ad Herman misit Pastorem, 24 et a quo 
omnes iustificari dicuntor; 25 neque alius esse videtur angelus gloria plenus 
(evSo^oq) qui donum orationis confert, neque alius statim nominatur Domi¬ 
nus qui donum intelligentiae largitur. 26 Caeterum, angelus gloria plenus 
determinat quis hac in vita pati debeat; 27 idemque paulo post nominatur 
angelus Domini. 28 
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For the Hebrew teacher used to say that because of the fact that the 
beginning and the end. of all things cannot be understood by anyone 
except by the Lord Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit, therefore Isaiah 
expressed this symbolically in his vision in which there were only two 
Seraphim who with two of their wings covered the face [of God], with 
two other wings cover their feet, and with the other two fly, calling 
out to each other ‘Holy, holy, holy Lord of hosts, the whole earth is 
full of your glory.’ [Isaiah 6.2-3] 21 

To these passages, Danielou 22 compares the following from Irenaeus’s 
Proof of the Apostolic Teaching: 

This God, then, is glorified by His Word, who is His Son for ever, and 
by the Holy Spirit, who is the Wisdom of the Father of all. And their 
Powers (those of the Word and of Wisdom), which are called Cheru¬ 
bim and Seraphim, with unfailing voice glorify God, and the entire 
establishment of heaven gives glory to God, the Father of all. 23 

5 In The Shepherd of Hermas mention is often made of a most august angel 
(d.jy^Xoq osp-votaxog) who sent the Shepherd to Hermas 24 and by whom all 
are said to be justified. 25 This seems to be the same as the glorious (evSo^oq) 
angel who confers the gift of prayer and the same, as the angel immediately 
after this called ‘Lord,’ who grants the gift of understanding. 26 As well, this 
glorious angel determines who should suffer in this life. 27 A little later on, 
this angel is called ‘the angel of the Lord.’ 28 

21 Origen, Depiindpiis, iv, 3,14 (26); Koetschau (gcs 22) 346,11-17. 

22 Danielou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity 138 [ 189]. 

23 Joseph P. Smith (translator and annotator), St. Irenaeus, Proof of the Apostolic 
Preachingio, 54; acw 16 (London: Longmans, Green & Co., and Westminster, 
md: The Newman Press, 1952). 

24 The Shepherd of Hermas, Ws., v, 2; Molly Whittaker (gcs 48) 22, iO~li. [The 
work is divided into three parts: Visions (here, Vis.). Commandments or Man¬ 
dates ( Mand .), and Parables or Similitudes (Sim.).] 

25 Mand., v, l, 7; Whittaker (ccs 48) 30, 10. 

26 Sim., v, 4, 4; Whittaker (gcs 48) 56, 7, where the reading evSo^oi; is preferred. 
[In the Latin text, before ‘(ev5o^o;)’ Lonergan had ‘angelus gloria,’ but in an 
annotated copy of the book in the Lonergan Archives he added by hand the 
word ‘plenus’ after ‘gloria.’] 

27 Sim., vii, 1.2.3; Whittaker (gcs 48) 64,4.10.14. Compare Sim., IX, 1,3; Whit¬ 
taker (gcs 48) 76, 16 [where the term ‘glorious angel' reappears]. 

28 Sim., vii, 5; Whittaker (gcs 48) 65, 5. 
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In Similitudine vni describitur angelus Domini gloria plenus, valde altus, 
qui sub symbolis praesertim apocalypticis (coronae, sphragidis, vestis albae, 
palmarum, etc.) bonos et malos discernere, iustos coronare, in ecclesiam 
sanctorum conducere videtur. 29 

In Similitudine ix legitur: ‘An vidisti sex illos homines et in medio eorum 
hominem gloria plenum (evSo^oq) atque magnum, qui turrim circuit et ex 
ea lapides excludit. Ille homo gloria plenus est Filius Dei, et alii sex angeli 
gloria pleni e dextris et sinistris eum concomitantes. Sine illo nemo an- 
gelorum gloria plenorum ad Deum accedit; neque quisquam, nisi nomen 
eius acceperit, in regnum Dei introibit.’ 30 

Ubi sex loco septem angelorum principalium ponuntur; unde forte fac¬ 
tum est ut Michael, princeps militiae caelestis (apjtiarpaTryyos), cum Filio 
Dei identificetur 31 et Gabriel nunc quidem cum Spiritu sancto, 32 nunc au- 
tem cum Verbo idem habeatur 33 

6 Similes sunt conceptiones in Ascensione Isaiae: 

Etje vis comment il monta dans le septieme riel et tous les justes et tous les 
anges le glorifierent. Et alorsje le vis s’asseoir a la droite de la Grande Gloire, 
celle dontje vous avais dit que je ne pouvais en supporter 1 ’eclat. Etje vis aus- 
si 1 ’ange de I’Esprit-saint s’asseoir a sa gauche. Et cet ange me dit: I sale, fils 
d’Amos, je te congedie. Retourne dans ton vetementjusqu’a ce que soient 
complets tesjours. Alors tu reviendras ici. 34 

Etje vis un etre debout, dont la gloire depassait celle de tous, et sa gloire etait 
grande et merveilleuse. Et tous les anges s’approcherent et adorerent et 


31 Argumentum e multis indiciis colligitur, et conclusio communius inter erudi- 
tos accipitur. Vide Sim., vm, 3,3; Whittaker 68, 21; Danielou, pp. i73“77;Jules 
Lebreton, Histoire du dogmedela Trinite:Des origines au Concile deNicee (Paris: G. 
Beauchesne, 1928) 11,651-62. 


I 


I 


In the Eighth Similitude the angel of the Lord is described as glorious, 
very tall, and who, under especially apocalyptic symbolism (a crown, a seal, 
a white robe, palms, and so forth) is seen separating the good and the wick¬ 
ed, crowning the just, and conducting them into the church of the saints. 29 

And in the Ninth Similitude we read: ‘Did you see those six men, and in 
the middle of them a glorious (evSo^og) man of great stature who goes 
around the tower rejecting stones from it? That glorious man is the Son of 
God, and the others are the six glorious angels who accompany him on his 
right and on his left Without him, none of the glorious angels, has access to 
God, nor will anyone who has not received his name enter into the kingdom 
of God.’ 30 

This passage mentions six principal angels instead of seven; whence, per¬ 
haps, it came about that Michael, Supreme Commander (tip71.cnpdrqyot;) of 
the heavenly militia, was identified with the Son of God. 31 Gabriel too was 
identified sometimes with the Holy Spirit 32 and sometimes with the Word. 33 

6 Similar conceptions are found in the Ascension of Isaiah: 

And I saw how he went up to the seventh heaven, and all the just and 
all the angels glorified him. Then I saw him take his seat at the right 
hand of the Great Glory, whose brilliance, as I told you, I could not 
bear to behold. And I also saw the angel of the Holy Spirit take his 
seat on his left. This angel said to me, ‘Isaiah, son of Amos, I am dis¬ 
missing you. Return home in your vesture until your days are com¬ 
plete. Then you will come back here.’ 34 

And I saw a being standing, whose glory surpassed that of all the oth¬ 
ers, and his glory was great and a wonder to behold. All the angels ap- 


29 Sim., vni, 1, 2; Whittaker (gcs 48) 65, 20; see Danielou, The Theology of Jewish 
Christianity 1 20 - 2 1 [ 170-71 ]. 

30 Sim., ix, 12, 7-8', Whittaker (gcs 48) 86, 21-27. 

31 This is the more common view among scholars; the argument for it is based 
on many pieces of evidence. See Sim., vm, 3, 3; Whittaker (gcs 48) 68, 21; 
Danielou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity 123-27 [ 173 - 77 ]; Jules Lebreton, 
Histoire du dogme de la Trinite: Des origines au Concile de Nicee (Paris: G. 
Beauchesne, 1927-28) n, 651-52. 

32 Danielou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity 127-31 [177-80]. 

33 Ibid. 131^32 [180-82]. 

34 Ascension d’lscae, trans. (from Ethiopian) Eugene Tisserant (Paris: Letouzeyet 
Ane, 1909). XI, 3 2- 35 ; Danielou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity 129 [179]. 
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chanterenL Et l’ange me dit: Celui-ci est le Seigneur de toutes les splendeurs 
que tu as vues. Et tandis qu'il me parlait encore, je vis un deuxieme etre glo- 
rieux, qui lui etait semblable, et les justes s’approcherent de lui et adorerent 
et chanterent. Et je vis le Seigneur et un second ange. Et ils se tenaient de¬ 
bout. Maix le second que je vis etait a gauche du Seigneur. Et je dis: Qui est 
celui-ci? Et l’ange me dit: Adore-le, car c’est l’ange du Saint-Esprit qui est sur 
toi et qui a parle aussi dans les autres justes. 35 


7 Ex Origene ergo per Irenaeum et Herman ad Ascensionem Isaiae proce- 
dentes, Christum etSpiritum sanctum vidimus angelos nominari. Quod in 
multis illustravitj. Barbel; 36 conclusit autem M. Werner Christum a Iudaeo- 
christianis aesdmatum esse creaturam. 37 Hanc tamen interpretationem 
fortiter impugnavit W. Michaelis, 38 cui consensit G. Kretschmar. 39 Reprae- 
sentatio enim SS. Trinitatis secundum visionem Isaiae (Is. 6.2 ss.) agnoscit 
tres personas inter se distinctas, subsistentes, caeteris angelis longe antecel- 
lentes; quam Anschauungsform non secundum mentem hellenisticam (quae 
in entitate distinguit creatorem et creaturam) sed secundum mentem 
semiticam intelligi oportet. 40 


8 Exegesis Gen. 1.1 41 

Clemens Alexandrinus, allegans KerygmaPetri, intellexit prima verba, ‘in principio,’ 
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proached him and adored and sang. And the angel said to me, ‘He is 
the Lord of all the splendors that you have seen.’ And while he was 
still speaking, I saw a second glorious being who resembled him, and 
the just approached him and adored and sang. And I saw the Lord 
and a second angel, who remained standing. But the second angel 
whom I saw stood at the left hand of the Lord. And I said, ‘Who is this 
one?’ The angel replied, ‘Adore him, for he is the angel of the Holy 
Spirit, who is upon you and has also spoken in all the rest of the 
just.’ 35 


7 Going, then, from Origen through Irenaeus and Hennas to the Ascension 
of Isaiah, we have seen that both Christ and the Holy Spirit are called angels. 
Joseph Barbel has given numerous examples of this; 3 ® Martin Werner, how¬ 
ever, concluded that the Judeo-Christians reckoned Christ to be a crea¬ 
ture^ But this interpretation was strongly opposed by Wilhelm Michaelis, 38 
with whom Georg Kretschmar agreed. 39 For the representation of the Holy 
Trinity according to the vision of Isaiah (Isaiah 6.2-3) recognizes three per¬ 
sons mutually disunct and suhsistent, far surpassing the other angels; and 
this Anschauungsform must be understood according to the Semitic mind, 
not the Hellenistic, which distinguishes entitatively between creator and 
creature. 40 

8 Exegesis of Genesis 1.1 41 

Clement of Alexandria, citing the Kerygma of Peter, understood the first 


35 

36 

37 


38 

39 

40 
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[178-79]- 

Joseph Barbel, Christos Angelos (Bonn: P. Hanstein, 1941 [1964]). 

Martin Werner, Die Entstehung des christlichen Dogmas: Probkmgeschichtlich iar- 
gestellt (Bern-Leipzig: P. Haupt, 194 i) 302-89. (There is an English transla- 
tion by S.G.F. Brandon of a rewritten, shortened version-. TheFormalion of 
Christian Dogma: An Historical Study of Its Problem (New York: Harper, 1957). 
The corresponding material is at 120-61.] 

Wilhelm Michaelis, ZurEngelchristologic im Urchrislmtum: Abbau ier Konstruktion 
Martin Werners (Basel: Heinrich Majer, 1942). 

Moh? K)56) Chmar ’ StUdim %ur f™ hch ™ tlich ™ Trinitdtslheologie (Tubingen: 


Danielou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity 118-19 [168-69], 
Ibid. 166-72 [219-26]. 
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significare ‘in primogenito,’ etideo in Filio 42 Ariston, teste Hieronymo, in Dialogo 
lasonis et Papsici, verba hebraica sic vertit: ‘In filio Deus fecit caelum et terram.' 43 Ir j- 
naeus, postquam verba hebraica posuit, eadem vertit: ‘A Son.in the beginning God 
established then heaven and earth.’ 44 Similem quandam versionem cognovitTertul- 
lianus eamque dubiam habuit: aiunt quidam et Genesin in hebraico ita incipere, 
In principio Deus fecit sibi filium.’ 45 Hilarius denique: ‘Bresith verbum hebraicum 
est. Id tres significantias habet, id est in principio, in capite, et in filio.’ 4 ® 

At recentius C.F. Burney aestimavit S. Paulum tres sensus vocis hebraicae, reshith, 
exposuisse, ubi docuit Christum esse ‘ante omnes,' et ‘caput corporis ecclesiae,' et 
‘primogenitum omnis creaturae’ (Col 1.15-18). 47 

Gnostici quidam, ut Ptolemaeus, ‘principium’ cum Filio identificaverunt, ut ex 
Filio sit Verbum. 48 Sed Iustinus Verbum, Principium, et Filium habuit idem; 49 Ta- 
tianus principium duxit Verbi potentiam; 50 Theophilus Antiochenus verba Moysis 
de principio intellexit de Verbo; 51 Origenes principium posuit Servatorem et Domi- 
num Iesum Christum, primogenitum omnis creaturae, Verbum; et iterum Christum 
esse principium, inquantum Sapientia est. 52 
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words of Genesis, ‘In the beginning,’ to mean ‘In the firstborn,’ and there¬ 
fore ‘In the Son.’ 42 Jerome relates that Ariston of Pella, in his Dialogue of Ja¬ 
son and Papsicus, translated the Hebrew words as ‘In the Son God made 
heaven and earth. 43 Irenaeus quoted these Hebrew words and translated 
them as ‘A Son in the beginning God established, then heaven and earth.’ 44 
Tertullian knew of a similar translation, which he considered doubtful: ‘... . 
some say that in the Hebrew text, Genesis begins, “In the beginning God 
made for himself a Son."’ 45 Lastly, Hilary notes that ‘the Hebrew word 
breshith has three meanings: in the beginning, in the head, and in the son.’ 46 

Some time ago C.F. Burney suggested that St Paul expressed the three 
meanings of the Hebrew word reshith where he says that Christ is ‘the first¬ 
born of all creation ... before all things ... head of the body, the church’ (Co- 
lossians 1.15-18) 47 

Certain Gnostics, such as Ptolemy, identified ‘beginning’ with the Son, so 
that the Word was from the Son. 48 But Justin considered the Word, the Be¬ 
ginning, and the Son to be one and the same. 49 Tatian took ‘beginning’ to 
mean the power of the Word. 50 Theophilus of Antioch understood Moses’ 
words about the beginning as referring to the Word. 51 Origen affirmed that 
the beginning is the Savior and Lord Jesus Christ, firstborn of all creation, 
the Word, and again, that Christ is the beginning inasmuch as he is Wis¬ 
dom. 52 

42 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, vi, 7, 58, l; Otto Stahlin (gcs 15) 461. See 
vi. 5,39. 2; Stahlin (gcs. 15) 451. 

43 Jerome, Quaestiones hebraicae in Genesin, 1, l; ml 23, 937. 

44 Irenaeus, Proof of the Apostolic Preaching, 43; Smith 75. 

45 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 5; Tertullian’s Treatise againstPraxeas: The Text 
edited, with an Introduction, Translation, and Commentary by Ernest Evans 
(London: S.P.C.K., 1948) 93, lines 9-11. [Evans’s translation is on p. 135.] 

40 Hilary of Poitiers, Tractatus super Psalmos, n, 2; ml 9,263 A. 

47 C.F. Burney, ‘Christ as the APXH of Creation,’ Journal of Theological Studies 

d* 7 1 75 - 76. See William David Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism: Seme 

Rabbinic Elements in Pauline Theology (London: S.P.C.K., 1948) 150-53 

48 Irenaeus, AdversusHaereses, 1, 8 ,5; W. Wigan Harvey (Cambridge: Typis Academi- 
as, 1857), 1,76; see 1,18, i; Harvey, 1,169, where we are told of a certain Gnostic 
who discovers the thirty Aeons in the first chapter of the book of Genesis. 

49 Justin, Dialogus cum Trypho, 61,1; 62, 4. Note that it is clear from other texts 
tiiat Christ is the Beginning; e.g., Colossians 1.18, Revelation 3.14 (see 3.21) 
Proverbs 8.22; John 8.25. 

50 Tatian, Oratio 5. 

51 Theophilus of Antioch, AdAutolycus, n, 10. 

52 Origen, Homiliae in Gmmn, I, 1; W.A. Baehrens (ocs 29) 1 , 9 ; C< mmmlaria in 
bvangelwmjoannv [henceforth. In Joan.], I, 19; Erwin Preuschen (GCS 10) 23 
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9 Lex et Foedus 53 

Lex, vopo<;, thorn, intelligitur active, ut signified non codicem factum, sed 
Deum leges ferentem. Apud Philonem Xoyoq and vopo<; identificantur. 54 
Sed teste Clemente Alex., etiam in fonte iudaeo-christiano, nempe in Keryg- 
mate Petri, Christus docetur esse et Logos et Nomos. 55 Cui testimonio addidit 
Clemens prophetam. Is 2-3 de Sion exibit lex, etverbum Domini de Jerus¬ 
alem.’ 56 Apud Hermae Pastorem Christus numquam quidem dicitur Logos, 
sed tamen identificantur Lex Dei et Filius Dei. 57 Apud Iusdnum Christus 
nunc dicitur et Lex et Foedus, 58 nunc autem Foedus tan turn. 59 


10 Nomen Patris Est Filius 

In stadiis culturae prioribus ‘nomen’ non merum nomen significare solet 
sed magis nominati personam, potentiam, naturam. Unde quod Graecis 
erat ouoia divina, hoc fere Hebraeis nomen Dei significavit. 

lam vero non desunt indicia primaevam ecclesiam, testimonia vt colli- 
gentem, ad ea etiam loca attendisse ubi sermo fit de nomine Dei. Ita Amos 
9.11 s. citatur apud Act 15-16 s.; Is 52.5 apud Rom 2.24; Exod 9.16 apud Rom 
9 -* 7 - 

Praeterea, quamvis quae habentur de salute per nomen Domini, per 
nomen eius (Act 2.21; 4.12) magis forte naturam Christi divinam quam per¬ 
sonam a Patre distinctam respiciant, ex Rom 10.12 s. concludendum videtur 
idem esse vel invocare Dominum (nempe Christum) et invocare nomen 
eius unde salus fit. 

Ulterius, theologia quaedam nominis apud Ioannem forte detegi potest. 
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9 Law and Covenant 53 

The law,yonoi;, torah, is to be understood in an active sense, meaning not the 
written code but God the legislator. Philo identified Xoyot; and vopoq. 54 But 
Clement of Alexandria relates that even in a Judeo-Christian source, the 
Kerygma of Peter, Christ is said to be Logos and Nomos, 55 and elsewhere he 
adds a reference of his own, Isaiah 2.3: ‘For from Zion shall the law go forth, 
and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem.’ 56 In The Shepherd of Hermas, 
Christ is never called Logos, although the Law of God and the Son of God 
are identified. 57 Justin sometimes calls Christ both Law and Covenant, 58 but 
sometimes only Covenant. 59 

10 The Name of the Father Is the Son 

In earlier stages of cultural development, ‘name’ does not usually signify the 
mere appellation of someone but rather the very person, the power, the na¬ 
ture of the one named. Thus what the Greeks called the divine oiioia, the 
Hebrews generally signified by the name of God. 

Now there are several indications that the early church, in collecting sig¬ 
nificant texts from the Old Testament, also went to those texts where men¬ 
tion is made of the name of God. Thus Amos 9.11-12 is quoted in Acts 15.16- 
17, Isaiah 52.5 in Romans 2.24, and Exodus 9.16 in Romans 9.17. 

In addition, although texts that speak of salvation through the name of 
the Lord (Acts 2.21) and through his name (Acts 4.12) refer, perhaps, to the 
divine nature of Christ rather than to his person as distinct from the Father, 
Romans 10.12-13 seems to suggest that it is the same to invoke the Lord 
(that is, Christ) as to invoke his name as the source of salvation. 

Moreover, in the Gospel of John it is possible to detect a theology of the 


2T\ r . —L/anieiou, l he l neology of lewis, 

Christianity 163-64 (217). Danielou speaks of ‘Le texte regu’ (French 217) 
the accepted text’ (English 164, note 56).] 

55 Element of Alexandria, Stromata, 1, 29; Stahlin n (gcs 15) 112, 5; mg 8, 929 a. 

56 Clement of Alexandria, Edogae Propheticae, 58; Stahlin in (gcs 17) 154, 15- mg 
9, 728. Irenaeus demonstrates the application of Isaiah 2.3 to Christ, Adversus 
Haereses, iv, 34, 4; Harvey, n, 271-72. 

57 The Shepherd of Hermas, Sim., vni, 3, 2; Whittaker (gcs 48) 68, 18-19. 

58 Jusnn, Dialogus cum Trypho 11,2; 24 ,1 (according to the punctuation of ms c) ■ 
43 ,1; 122 ,5. 

59 Ibid. 51,3; 118, 3. 
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Non enim alia videtur oratio, ‘Pater, clarifica nomen tuum’ (lo 12.28), et 
alia, 'et nunc clarifica me tu. Pater’ (Io 17 - 5 ); unde et colligi potest Filium 
esse ipsum Patris nomen. Iterum, ubi dicitur, ‘Manifestavi nomen tuum 
hominibus’ (Io 17.6), sensus esse potest: manifestavi me ipsum qui sum 
nomen tuum. Unde et quaesivit J. Danielou: ‘On peut se demander si 1 ex¬ 
pression: Le Verbe a habite parmi nous, ne repose pas sur une forme plus ar- 
chaique: “Le Nom a habite parmi nous." L’habitation en effet convient 
mieux au Nom qu’i la Parole.’ 60 

lam vero apud Clementem Romanum, in quo Filius non nominator Log¬ 
os, 61 petitur obedientia erga nomen sanctissimum et gloria plenum, 2 sub- 
missio erga nomen omnipotens et excellentissimum; 63 laudator confidential 
in sacratissimo nomine magnitudinis eius, 64 transitus ex ignorantia in scien- 
tiam gloriae nominis sui, 65 spes in nomen suum principale omms creatur- 
ae. 66 Ex quo ultimo forte suadetur ‘nomen’ apud Clementem significare 
Filium, si quidem x6 ccpxey&vov rcaor^ tcriaeax; ovojia haud multum distat a 
Verbo quod erat in principio, per quod omnia facta sunt. 

Accedunt quae apud Hermae Pastorem leguntur, turrim (ecclesiam) 
fundari verbo (^f[paxi) omnipotentis et gloria pleni nominis, regi autem ab 
invisibili potenda Domini (b&anoxov) ; 6? nomen Filii Dei magnum et infini¬ 
tum (ax<f>pT|Tov) esse totumque universum portare; 68 quod si tota creatura 
per Filium Dei baiulatur, quid dicendum videtur de vocatis ab eo, et nomen 
Filii Dei portantibus, et ambulantibus in praeceptis eius. 69 Unde et illud 
Irenaei intelligi potest: ‘Manifeste itaque in sua propria venientem Domi- 
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name. The prayer of Jesus, ‘Father, glorify your name’ (12.28) is apparently 
the same as ‘and now, Father * glorify me’ (17.5), suggesting that the Son is 
the very name of the Father. Again, the words ‘I have manifested your name 
...’ (1 7 - 6 ) can mean ‘I have manifested myself, who am your name.’ Hence 
Danielou comments, ‘Is it not possible that the expression: “The Word ... 
dwelt among us” may be based on an older form: ‘The Name dwelt among 
us.”? In the Old Testamentsuch dwelling is in fact the property of the Name, 
not of the Word.' 60 

Clement of Rome, who does not name the Son ‘Logos,’ 61 calls for obedi¬ 
ence to the most holy and glorious name 62 and submission to the most ex¬ 
cellent and all-powerful name; 63 he praises confidence in the most sacred 
name of his mjyesty, 64 progress from ignorance to knowledge of the glory of 
his name, 65 and ‘hope in thy name, the source of all creation.’ 66 This last re¬ 
mark strongly suggests that for Clement, ‘name’ signifies the Son, since to 
dcpxeydvov 7idcni? ktio8©<; ovopa is not far removed from ‘the Word that was 
in the beginning, through whom all things were made.’ 

We may add here what is found in The Shepherd of Hermas, that the tower 
(the church) is founded upon the word (fbrjpaxi) of the almighty and glori¬ 
ous name, and is ruled by the invisible power of the Lord (Ssoaoxou); 67 that 
the name of the Son of God is great and boundless (&xcbpr|TOv) and supports 
the entire universe. 68 But if the whole of creation is supported by the Son of 
God, what is to be said of those who have been called by him and bear the 
name of the Son of God and walk in his commandments? 69 This helps us to 


60. Danielou, The Theology ofjeunsh Christianity 150, note 15 [202, note 1]; see 156 
[208-209]; Didache, x, 2: ‘We give thee thanks, O Holy Father, for thy holy 
Name which thou hast made to tabernacle (Kaxeaioivaioaq) in our hearts’; Jer¬ 
emiah 7.12; Erik Peterson, ‘Didache cap. 9 e 10,’ Ephemerides Liturgicae 58 
( 1944 ) 5 - But Joseph Ponthot disagrees: ‘La signification religieuse du “Nom” 
chez Clement de Rome et dans la Didache,’ Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses 
35 (i 959 ) 339 ~ 6 i. 

61 Danielou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity 151 [203]. 

62 Clement of Rome, Epistola ad Corinthios, 1, 58, 1. 

63 Ibid. 60,4. 

64 Ibid. 58, 1. 

65 Ibid. 59, 2. 

66 Ibid. 59 , 3 - ' 

67 The Shepherd of Hermas, Vis., in, 3, 5; Whittaker (gcs 48) 10, 25 - 11, 4. 

68 The Shepherd of Hermas, Sim., ix, 14, 5; Whittaker (gcs 48) 88, 22-25. 

69 Ibid. See Sim., IX, 13, 2-3 ; Whittaker (gcs 48) 87,4-13, from which it appears 
that ‘to bear the Name’ means simply to be baptized. There is also a whole 
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num, et sua propria eum baiulante conditione (creatione) quae baiulatur 
ab ipso.’ 70 

Quam archaicam theologiam clarissime testantur scripta gnostica. Visi- 
bile enim lesu dicitur Sapientia et Ecclesia seminum superiorum ... invisi- 
bile autem Nomen quod est Filius Unigenitus. 7 * Unde in Mt 22.20 (cuius 
imago et superscripts?) de fideli additur quod per Christum inscriptionem 
habet Nomen Dei, imaginem autem Spiritum. 78 Et in nuperrime invento 
Evangelio veritatis : ‘Or le Nom du Pere est le Fils.’ 73 Quid vero de tali theo- 
logia fieret, cum ingenio gnostico elaboraretur, ex speculationibus alpha- 
beticis ab Irenaeo narratis concludi potest. 74 


Sectio Tertia: De Gnosticis Aliisque Sectis 

l Distunguuntur gnosticismus (l) hellenisticus, ( 2 ) iudaicus, (3) in NT de- 
tectus, et (4) christianus isque haereticus de quo hie agitur. 75 

Teste K. Priimm, inspiratio gnosticismi christiani sequentibus exprimi- 
tur: 

Ad baptismum usque fatum, dicunt, verax est; at post ipsum veri nihil loq- 
uuntur astrologi. Est autem non solum lavacrum quod in libertatem nos asse- 
rit, verum etiam et scientia (yvwoi<;) quales fuerimus, quid sumus effecti, ubi 
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understand the remark of Irenaeus about ‘the Lord manifestly coming into 
his own (creation) and with his own creation carrying him while being itself 
carried by him.’ 70 

Gnostic writings give very clear evidence of this archaic theology. The vis¬ 
ible aspect ofjesus is said to be Wisdom and the Church of the higher seeds 
... whereas the invisible aspect is his Name, which is the Only-begotten 
Son. 71 Hence on Matthew 22.20 (‘whose image and inscription is this?’) 
there is an added comment concerning the faithful, that through Christ 
they bear the inscription ‘the Name of God’ and the image ‘the Spirit.’ 72 
And in the recently discovered Gospel ofTruthwe read; ‘Now, the name of the 
Father is the Son.’ 73 What could be done with that kind of theology, worked 
out as it was in the context of the gnostic mentality, can be gathered from 
the alphabetical speculations related by Irenaeus. 74 

3 The Gnostics and Other Sects 

1 There are several forms of gnosticism: Hellenistic, Judaic, gnosticism de¬ 
tected in the New Testament, and heretical Christian gnosticism. 75 We are 
concerned here with the last-mentioned form. 

According to K. Prumm, the inspiration behind Christian gnosticism is 
expressed in the following passage: 

Until baptism, they say, Fate is true, but after it the astrologers do not 
speak what is true. Yet it is not only the washing that is liberating, but 
also the knowledge (yvtooiq) of who we were, what we have become, 


series of texts that link the Name with ‘sealing,’ with baptism, with the bless¬ 
ing of bread or oil, and with suffering for the Name. See Danielou, The Theol¬ 
ogy of Jewish Christianity 153-57 [206-208]. 

70 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, v, 19, x; Harvey, n, 375. 

71 Clement of Alexandria, Excerpta ex Theodoto, 26, 1; Danielou, The Theology of 
Jewish Christianity 153 [206]. 

72 Clement of Alexandria, Excerpta ex Theodoto, 86, 1, 2. 

73 Evangelium Veritatisi. xix, p. 38, lines 6-7 [the French translation of these lines 
is on p. 39, and the English translation on p. 106] (ed. Michel Malinine, Henri- 
Charles Puech, Gilles Quispel [Zurich: Rascher Verlag, 1956]). See also Danie¬ 
lou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity 158 [211], Antonio Orbe, Hacia la primera 
teologia delaprocesion del Verbo:Estudios Valentinianos, vol. 1/1 (Rome: Gregorian 
University Press, 1958; henceforth Primera teologiai/i) 70-71,78-80. 

74 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 1, 14,1; Harvey, 1, 127-30. 

75 For a brief account of each of these four forms of gnosticism see ltk iv, 
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eramus, vel ubi fuimus coniecti, quo properamus, unde redempti sumus, 
quid generatio, quid regeneratio. 7 ® 

Quibus quaestionibus respondebatur secundum (1) schema quoddam 
generale et cosmogonicum et soteriologicum, per (2) speculationem pseu- 
dosymbolicam (3) exegesi nt fultam. 

2 Schema generale his fere gressibus habetur. Propter problema mali 
negatur Stoicorum Deus, mundo immanens, imo anima mundi; affirmatur 
autem Deus transcendens, ignotus, quodammodo incognoscibilis, ut mal- 
orum origo per lapsum quendam ex ordine divino explicetur, et salus in 
adepta Dei gnosi ponatur. Quod quidem schema a christianismo differt, 
turn quia creationem omittit et seriem intermediorum introducit, turn quia 
tarn lapsum quam restaurationem magis processui cuidam naturali quam 
libertatis usui ascribit, e.g., in distinctione hylicorum qui salvari non pos- 
sunt, pneumaticorum qui necessario salvantur, et psychicorum quorum sors 
dubia habetur. 


3 Modum cogitandi et loquendi gnosticum diximus esse speculationem 
pseudo-symbolicam, speculationem quidem quia de rebus ultimis tractat, 
symbolicam vero quia ita sensibilibus et sensitivitatis categoriis utitur ut 
doctrinam altiorem exponat, pseudo-symbolicam denique quianotiones ab- 
stractae personificantur et categoriis sensitivitatis quodammodo admiscen- 
tur. 

Ita secundum Ptolemaeum ordo divinus seu pleroma triginta constat 
aeonibus, in ogdoade, decade, et dodecade secundum ordinem originis 
enumeratis. Ogdoas quattuor constabat syzygiis: Abyssus et Silentium (Cog- 
itatio, Kharis); Intelligentia (Filius, unigenitus, Principium) et Veritas; 
Logos et Vita; Anthropos et Ecclesia. Syzygiae tarn principia mascula et fe- 
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where we were or where we were placed, whither we are hastening, 
from what we have been redeemed, what is birth and what is re- 
birth.’ 6 

Gnosticism dealt with these questions (1) in terms of an overall cosmo¬ 
gonic and soteriological framework, (2) by pseudo-symbolic speculation (3) 
supported by New Testament exegesis. 

2 The steps to this overall framework are roughly as follows: because of the 
problem of evil, they rejected the God of the Stoics, immanent in the world, 
indeed, the world-soul; but they affirmed a transcendent, unknown, and in 
a way unknowable God, so that the origin of evil was explained as a falling 
away from the divine order, and salvation consists in acquiring a knowledge 
of God. This framework differs from the Christian, both because it omits 
creation and introduces a series of intermediaries and because it attributes 
the fall and the restoration rather to some natural process than to the use of 
free will - as seen, for example, in the distinction between the hylics, who 
cannot be saved, the pneumatics, who are necessarily saved, and the psy¬ 
chics, whose fate is uncertain. 

3 We have said that the gnostic way of thinking and speaking was character¬ 
ized by pseudo-symbolic speculation - speculation, because it deals with ul¬ 
timate realities, symbolic, because it uses the categories of the sensible and 
sensation to explain its teaching on higher things, and pseudo-symbolic, be¬ 
cause abstract notions are personified and more or less mixed in with the 
categories of sense. 

Thus, in Ptolemy’s system, the divine order, or pleroma, consists of thirty 
Aeons, an ogdoad, a decad, and a dodecad, numbered according to the or¬ 
der of their emergence. The ogdoad consisted of four syzygies: the Abyss 
and Silence (Thought, Grace); Mind (Son, Only-begotten, Beginning) and 
Truth; Word and Life; Man and Church. The syzygies united masculine and 

1021-24 (K. Prumm), 1024-26 (K. Schubert), 1026-28 (R. Schnackenburg), 
1028-30 (H.Rahner). 

76 Clement of Alexandria, Excerpta ex Theodoto, 78; mg 9, 694. Other editions of 
the Excerpta: Otto Stahlin (gcs 17), Clem. Alex., in, pp. 105-33; The Excerpta 
Ex Theodoto of Clement of Alexandria, ed. with translation, introduction, and 
notes by R.P. Casey (London: Christophers, 1934); Clement d’Alexandrie, 
Extraits de Theodote: Texte Grec, Introduction, Traduction et Notes by Francois Sag- 
nard (sc 23) (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1948). 
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minea quam substratum et dispositionem activam uniebant. Secundum ana- 
Iogiam quandam psychologicam Abyssus et Silentium transcendentiam Dei 
absconditi expresserunt; cum tamen Silentium etiam fuerit Cogitatio, 
eaquae gratuita, orta est Intelligentia, priorum Films Unigenitus et caeter- 
orum Principium, eique coniuncta est Veritas; ex Intelligentia et Veritate 
processerunt Logos et Vita, e quibus denique habebantur Anthropos et Ec- 
clesia; at ulterius decas aeonum ex Logo et Vita, dodecas ex Anthropo et Ec- 
clesia sunt ortae. 77 

4 Quod nostra maxime interest, in hac divinitatis conceptione non solum in- 
veniuntur processiones secundum analogiam psychologicam conceptae, 
sed etiam adest consubstantialitas eaque duplex, prima inter duo mem¬ 
bra eiusdem syzygiae, altera inter successivas syzygias. Primam attestatur Ire¬ 
naeus: 

Alius vero quidam, qui et darus est magister ipsorum, in maius sublime, et 
quasi in maiorem agnitionem extensus, primam quatemationem dixit sic: Est 
quidem ante omnes Proarche, Proanennoetos, et Inenarrabilis, et Innomina- 
bilis, quam ego Monotetem voco. Cum hac Monotete est virtus, quam et ip- 
sam voco Henotetem. Haec Henotes et Monotes cum sint unum. emiserunt, 
cum nihil emiserint, principium omnium noeton, et agenneton, et aoratum, 
quam Archem sermo Monada vocat. Cum hac Monade est virtus eiusdem 
substantiae ei (Suvapti; opoouaiot; autfj) quam et earn voco Hen. Hae autem 
virtutes, id est Monotes et Henotes et Monas et Hen, emiserunt reliquas emis- 
siones Aeonum. 78 


Ubi notari possunt: (i) analogia psychologica hie locum cedit unitati qua- 
drupliciter fere dictae; (2) pariter abit sexuum discrimen syzygiis proprium 
((JoOoi;, otyfi, voug, d\f)8eia), nam femineae sunt Monotes, Henotes, Monas, 
neutrum est Hen; (3) prima et altera dicuntur unum esse (to ev ouoai); (4) 
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feminine principles as well as the substrate and active disposition. In a kind 
of psychological analogy, the Abyss and Silence expressed the transcen¬ 
dence of the hidden God; yet since Silence was also Thought, and that gra¬ 
tuitously, Mind emerged, the Only-begotten Son of the previous syzygies 
and the Source of all the others, and to it Truth wasjoined. From Mind and 
Truth there issued Word and Life, and finally from them, Man and Church; 
but further, the decad of Aeons emerged from Word and Life, and the 
dodecad from Man and Church. 77 

4 What is chiefly of interest to us is that in this conception of divinity we find 
not only processions conceived according to a psychological analogy, but 
also two instances of consubstantiality, the first between two members of the 
same syzygy and the second between the (two) consecutive syzygies. Irenae- 
us gives this evidence of the first consubstantiality: 

But another person, a famous teacher of theirs, striving towards 
a more sublime, a higher kind of knowledge, described the first 
group of four syzygies in the following way. Before all others there is 
Proarche, Proanennoetos [beyond all understanding]. Indescribable 
and Unnameable, whom I call Monotes. Accompanying this Monotes 
there is a power, which I call Henotes. Henotes and Monotes, being 
one and the same, emitted, though they emitted nothing [apart from 
themselves], the intelligible and unbegotten and invisible principle 
of all things, which is known as the Monad. With this Monad there is 
a power that is consubstantial with it (&uvapi<; opoouenot; afafj), which 
I call Hen [One]. These powers, that is, Monotes, Henotes, Monas, 
and Hen emitted the rest of the Aeons. 78 

In this passage we can notice the following: (1) the psychological analogy 
gives way here to a unity in about four different ways; (2) similarly, the divi¬ 
sion between the sexes proper to the syzygies disappears (Pu 0 o^, Abyss, is 
masculine, otyf|, Silence, is feminine, vouq, Mind, is masculine, aXf| 0 eia, 

77 ‘Above all one must be careful not to imagine this representation of the Pler- 
oma as being too rigid. The Aeons are intelligent emanations, pure “spiritual” 
(“pneumatic”) reflections, reflecting upon and merging with one another 

in the luminous unity of the divine Ocean.’ Sagnard, Clement d’Alexandrie, 
Extraits de Theodote (sc 23) 23. See Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 1, x, 1; I, 11, 1; 
Harvey, 1,8-10; 98-101. 

78 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, I, 11, 3; MG 7, 563-66; Harvey, 1, 102-105. 
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quarta tertiae dicitur homoousios; (5) omnes quattuor dicuntur virtutes 
(SuvdpeiOl (6) priores emittunt posteriores, et quidem nihil emittendo, i.e.,, 
‘dialectice’ exprimitur aliquid emissioni ita simile ut tamen rationem emis-. 
sionis transcendat. 79 


Aliam vero consubstantialitads rationem quae inter emittentem et emis- 
sum intercedere deberet, testatur ipse Ptolemaeus ad Floram: 

Neque vero ea te res perturbet, scire cupientem, quomodo cum unum sit, et 
esse fateamur et credamus, rerum omnium Principium generationis aeque 
ac corruptionis expers, idemque bonum, ambae hae naturae constare potu- 
erint, corruptionis nimirum, et mediae cuiusdam conditionis, quae a se in- 
vicem natura discrepent (dvopooiiota), cum id bono insitum sit, ut sibi quam 
simillima, eiusdemque secum naturae (opoouma) gignat et proferat. 80 

Quam difficultatem solutum iri promisit Ptolemaeus cum Flora doctri- 
nam quandam Salvatoris gnosticis traditam audiisset; eandem vero difficul¬ 
tatem urgebat Irenaeus, 81 et quidem recte cum principium, omne agens 
agit sibi simile, componi non possit cum successiva ilia emissionum demi- 
noratione quae quasi ad essentiam systematis gnostici pertinebat. 

5 Ordinarius sensus vocis, homoousion, illustratur in scriptis valentinianis, 
ubi fabricari dicitur ‘anima terrena et materialis, irrationalis, bestiarum ho¬ 
moousios, 182 sed inspirari et inseminari a Demiurgo aliquid sibi homoou¬ 
sion, cuius substantia dicitur spiritus vitae, eadem vero formata facta est 
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Truth, is feminine), but Monotes, Henotes, Monas are all feminine, and 
Hen is neuter; (3) the first and the second are said to be the One (to ev 
ouoai); (4) the fourth is said to be con substantial with the third; (5) all four 
are termed powers (8uvd|j.8i^); (6) the earlier ones emit the later, yet without 
emitting anything, which is a ‘dialectical’ way of expressing something that 
is quite similar to emission yet transcends the concept of emission 
Ptolemy himself, in writing to Flora, attests to another concept of consub- 
stantiality that necessarily intervenes between the emitter and the emitted: 

But do not let this upset you, trying to know how the Principle of all 
things, whom we profess and believe to be one, free of generation 
and corruption alike, and good, could have been constituted by these 
two mutually opposed natures (dvopoobata), namely, corruption and 
a kind of intermediate state, since it is of the nature of the good to 
beget and bring forth that which is utterly similar to and of the same 
nature as itself (opoouoia) 80 

Ptolemy promised that this difficulty would be solved after Flora had 
heard a certain doctrine about the Savior given to the Gnostics. But 
Irenaeus 81 raised the same difficulty, and with reason, since the principle 
that every agent effects what is similar to itself is quite incompatible with the 
successive downgrading of emissions that was virtually an essential element 
of the gnostic system. 

5 The ordinary meaning of the term homoousion is illustrated in the Valen- 
tinian writings, where mention is made of the fashioning of ‘an earthly and 
material soul, non-rational, and having the same nature ( homoousios ) as 
brute beasts,’ 82 into which the Demiurge breathes and sows a seed of some- 


79 On contradiction as an expression of transcendence, see Orbe, Primera 
teologia , 1/1, 14 - 15 ' For a commentary on the whole passage cited above, see 
Aloisio Maria Mendizabal, El homoousios preniceno exlraeclestidstico (Madrid: 
[s.n.], 1956 [henceforth El homoousios]) 25-34. 

80 Epistula Ptolemaei ad Floram, in Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion Haereses, 33, 7; 
MC. 41, 567 b; Karl Holl, 1 (gcs 25) 457. 8-12; G. Quispel (sc 24) 66-69. For a 
commentary on this passage see Mendizabal, El homoousios 36-39. 

81 The expression ‘of one substance’ recurs: Irenaeus, AdversusHaereses, n, 17,2, 
3 . 4 > 5 . 6, 7; mg 7, 762-64; Harvey, 1, 307-310. See Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/2, 
660-63; Mendizabal, El homoousios 41-44. 

82 Clement of Alexandria, Excerpta ex Theodoto, 50, 1. 
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anima vivens. 83 Simili quodam modo zizania (Mt 13.25) dicuntur semen di- 
aboli utpote ei homoousia. In obscurioribus forte versamur ubi corpus Iesu 
dicitur homoousion ecclesiae. 84 


6 Remanet ut de exegesi nt perpauca indicemus. 

Ipsum ergo pleroma exemplar habebatur unionis mysticae inter Chris¬ 
tum et Ecclesiam; quia enim existit exemplar, imagine manifestandum, do- 
cuit Paulus; ‘Hoc enim mysterium magnum est; dico autem in Christo et 
Ecclesia,’ 85 

Matrimonia caelestia innui poterant per ‘vestem nuptialem’ (Mt 22.12), 
per nuptias regno caelorum assimilatas (Mt 22.2), per plenitudinem gaudii 
quam amicus sponsi habuit (Io 3.29 s.). 86 

Quantum autem ad ogdoadem attinet, earn totam in Prologo loannis in- 
ventam esse, narrat Irenaeus: 

Itaque principium quoddam subiecit, quod primum factum est a Deo; quod 
etiam Noun vocat et Filium: et unigenitum Domini vocat, in quo omnia Pater 
praemisit (emisit) seminaliter. Ab hoc autem aiunt Verbum emissum, et in 
eo omnem Aeonum substantiam, quam ipsum postea formavit Verbum. Quo- 
niam igitur de prima genesi dicit, bene a principio, hoc est a Filio, et Verbo 
doctrinam faciL Dicit autem sic: In principio erat Verbum, et Verbum erat apud 
Deum, et Deus erat Verbum: hoc erat in principio apud Deum. Prius distinguens in 
tria, Deum, et Principium, et Verbum, iterum ea univit, uti et emissionem ip- 
sorum utrorumque ostendat, id est, Filii et Verbi, et earn quae est ad invicem 
simul et ad Patrem unionem. In Patre enim et ex Patre principium, in prin¬ 
cipio autem et ex principio Verbum. Bene igitur dixit, In principio erat Verbum, 
erat enim in Filio: El Verbum erat apud Deum: etenim principium. Et Deus erat 
Verbum, consequenter; quod enim ex Deo natum est, Deus est. Hie enim erat in 
principio apud Deum, ostendit emissionis ordinem. Omnia per ipsum facta sunt, 
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thing having the same substance as his, a substance called ‘the spirit of life,’ 
and when that soul is fully formed it becomes a living soul. 83 In a similar way, 
the darnel in Matthew 13.25 is said to be the seed of the devil, being consub- 
stantial with him. We find ourselves in a more obscure area when the body 
of Jesus is said to be consubstantial with the church 84 

6 It remains for us now to say something about New Testament exegesis. 

The pleroma itself was held to be the exemplar of the mystical union be¬ 
tween Christ and the Church. Because this exemplar exists to be manifested 
in an image, Paul wrote, ‘This is a great mystery, and I am applying it to 
Christ and the church.’ 85 

Heavenly nuptials could be suggested by the wedding garment (Matthew 
22.12), by the wedding feast being compared to the kingdom of heaven 
(Matthew 22.2), and by the fullness of joy felt by the friend of the bride¬ 
groom (John 3.29-30). 86 

Concerning the ogdoad, Irenaeus reports that it was all found in the Pro¬ 
logue to John’s Gospel. 

And so he laid down a beginning, the first thing made by God; he also 
calls this Mind (Nous) and Son; and also calls it the Only-begotten 
of the Lord, in whom the Father has issued (emitted) all things in 
germ. They say that from this the Word was emitted, and in him the 
entire substance of the Aeons, which the Word himself subsequently 
formed. Since, therefore, he [John] is speaking about the first origin, 
he does well to begin his teaching at the beginning, that is, at the Son. 
He says, ‘In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, 
and the Word was God; he was in the beginning with God.’ First, he 
distinguishes three things, God, the beginning, and the Word, then 
he unites them in order to show the emission of each of them, that is, 
of the Son and of the Word, as well as the union between them and at 
the same time with the Father. For the beginning is in the Father and 
from the Father, and the Word is in the beginning and from the be- 

83 Ibid. 50, 2, 3. On the underlying ontology, see Orbe, Primera teobgia, 1/2, 
Index, p. 814, .s.v. ousia. 

84 Clement of Alexandria, Excerpta ex Theodoto, 42 , 3. Homoousia appears also in 
58, 1, in Sagnard’s edition, but the reading is doubtful. 

85 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, I, 8, 4; Harvey, 1, 75. See Ephesians 5.32; to which 
one might readily add Ephesians 5.30-31, Genesis 2.24,1 Corinthians 6.15-17 

86 All of these are mentioned in Clement of Alexandria, Excerpta ex Theodoto, 61, 
8; 63, 1, 2; 64; 65, 1, 2. 
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et sine ipso factum est nihil Omnibus enim iis qui post eum sunt Aeonibus, for- 
mationis et generationis causa Verbum factum est. Sed quod factum est in eo, in¬ 
quit, vita est hie enim syzygias manifestavit: Omnia enim, ait, per ipsumfacta 
sunt, vita autem in ipso. Haec ergo quae in eo facta est, proximior est quam ea 
quae per ipsum facta sunt: cum ipso est enim, et per ipsum frucdficat. Quo- 
niam infert, Et vita erat lux hominum. Hominem autem nunc et Ecclesiam 
simili nomine significavit, ut per unum nomen manifestet syzygiae commun- 
* ionem. Ex Logo enim et Zoe Homo generatur et Ecdesia ... 87 



7 Gnosticis 88 quodammodo affmes erant Marcionitae, Manichaei, Mandaei. 
Marcion anno 144 magnam suam illuminationem accepit, alium nempe 
esse vt Deum creatorem, iustum potiusque severum, alium prorsus esse nt 
Deum bonum qui ad nos non tam redimendos quam emendos a Deo vt 
hunc in mundum Filium suum (vix a se ipso distinctum) misit; mythicas 
Gnosticorum speculationes de Aeonibus omisit Marcion, sed librorum sac- 
rorum crisin altiorem fecit, Deo vt ascribens caetera, Deo nt Lucae evan- 
gelium non tamen integrum Paulique epistulas neque integras neque 
omnes 89 


* 
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ginning. Therefore he was right to say, ‘In the beginning was the 
Word,’ for he was in the Son; ‘and the Word was with God,’ for he was 
the beginning; and consequently, ‘ the Word was God,’ for what is 
born of God is God. The words, ‘He was in the beginning with God,’ 
show the order of emission. ‘All things were made through him, and 
without him nothing was made.’ For the Word was made the cause of 
the formation and generation of all those Aeons that exist after him. 
‘But what has come into being in him was life,’ for here he revealed 
the syzygies. ‘For all things,’ he says, ‘came into being through him,’ 
and ‘what has come into being in him was life.’ Hence that life which 
came into being in him is closer than those that were made through 
him - , for it is with him, and bears fruit through him. Therefore he con¬ 
cludes, ‘and that life was the light of the world.’ Now he uses the same 
name to signify Man and Church, so that by one name he might indi¬ 
cate the union of the syzygy. For from the Word and Life are generat¬ 
ed Man and Church ...’ 8? 

7 The Marcionites, the Manichaeans, and the Mandaeans had a certain 
affinity to the Gnostics. 88 In the year 144 Marcion received his great illumi¬ 
nation, that the God of the Old Testament, just and quite severe, was alto¬ 
gether different from the good God of the New Testament, who sent his Son 
(hardly distinct from himself) into this world, not so much to redeem us as 
to purchase us from the Old Testament God. Marcion said nothing about 
the mystical speculations of the Gnostics concerning the Aeons, but under¬ 
took a higher criticism of the sacred books, ascribing to the God of the New 
Testament some parts of Luke’s Gospel but not all of it, and some but not all 
of Paul’s letters, and not everything in those either; the rest he left to the 
God of the Old Testament. 89 


87 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 1, 8 , 5; MG 7, 531-35; Harvey, 1, 75-78. See Clement 
of Alexandria, Excerpta ex Theodoto, 6-8. 

88 On the leaders of the Gnostics, on gnostic schools and documents, and on 
studies of gnosticism by more recent authors, see Altaner, Patrology 139-47 
[111-16]. On the Hellenistic and pagan cultural context, A.J. Festugiere, La 
revelation d'Hermes Trismcgiste, 4 vols. (Paris: J. Gabalda et Cie, 1949-54). On 
the Valentinians, Francois Sagnard, La gnose valentinienne et le temoignage de S. 
Irenee (Paris: Libr^airie PhiiosophiqueJ. Vrin, 1947); G. Bardy, ‘Valentin,’ dtc 
xv (30) 2497-519. On gnostic trinitarian doctrine, Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/1 
and i/2. 

89 G. Bardy, ‘Marcion,’ dbs v, 862-77; E. Amann, ‘Marcion,’ dtc ix (18) 2009- 
32. 
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Mani, Manes, Manichaeus prout diversimode nominatur, anno 215 cir- 
citer in Babylonia natus est; mythologiam quandam iranicam et babyloni- 
cam cum elementis vt et nt coniunxit; eius doctrina maximam quancfcam 
diffusionem, sollerti organizatione ecclesiastica firmatam, accepit. 90 

Mandaei, parvior secta, usque hodie existunt. Manda idem aramaice 
quod gnosis graece dicit. Quamvis eorum documenta posterioris aetatis 
sunt, radices usque ad saec. 11 vel etiam usque ad Ioannem Baptistam 
quodammodo referuntur. 91 

8 Inde a Harnack saepius repetitur Gnosticos fuisse primos theologos chris- 
tianos, quippe qui primi analogiam psychologicam et notiones consubstan- 
tialitatis et processionis adhibuerunt. In cuius rei intelligentiam notandum 
est non parum inter se differre experientiae schema dramatico-practicum, 
omnibus hominibus commune, et aliud experientiae schema intellectuale, 
theoreticum, scientificum (cogita Thalem qui Stellas intuens in puteum ce- 
cidit). Accedit quod hie impulsus theoreticus prius evolvitur seseque mani- 
festat quam eiusdem gubernatio per logicam, methodum scientificam, etc., 
addiscatur. Unde et cultus numerorum mathematicam, astrologia astrono- 
miam, alchemia chemiam, legenda historiam, et theogonia theologiam 
praecesserunt. Quod si simile quid etiam circa materiam a religione Christi¬ 
ana mutuatam inter haereticos accidit, valde mirandum non est. 


Sectio Quarta: De AdoptionLstis, Patripassianis, Sabellianis 

1 Qui Adoptionistae dicebantur, Iesum esse merum hominem docuerunt, 
cui modo speciali inhabitavit Deus. 

Alii autem divinitatem Christi minime negaverunt sed personarum dis- 
tinctionem sustulerunt. Qui se laudabant ut Monarchianos, a Christianis di¬ 
cebantur Patripassiani, vel a duce quodam eorum Sabelliani; a Harnack 
nominati sunt modalistae. 
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Mani, Manes, Manichaeus, as he is variously named, was born in Babylo¬ 
nia around 215. He combined Iranian and Babylonian mythology with cer¬ 
tain elements of the Old and New Testaments. His teachings enjoyed a very 
wide circulation, thanks to the support of an astute ecclesiastical organiza¬ 
tion. 90 

The Mandaeans, a smaller sect, still exist today. ‘Manda’ in Aramaic 
means the same as the Greek gnosis, ‘knowledge.’ Although their documents 
belong to a later time, their roots are traced back to the second century or 
even in some way to John the Baptist 91 

8 From the time of Harnack it has been frequently said that the Gnostics 
were the first Christian theologians, as being the first to use a psychological 
analogy and to have introduced the notions of consubstantiality and proces¬ 
sion. It will help to understand this to note that there is no small difference 
between the dramatico-practical pattern of experience that is common to all 
human beings and the intellectual, theoretic, scientific patterns of experi¬ 
ence (think of Thales, who fell into-a well while gazing up at the stars)- 
There is the added fact that the drive towards theory develops and appears 
before the way to regulate it through logic, scientific method, and so on, is 
found. This explains why the cult of numbers, astrology, alchemy, legend, 
and theogony preceded mathematics,, astronomy, chemistry, history, and 
theology, respectively. So it is not at all surprising if something similar would 
have occurred in heretical circles with regard to material taken from ortho¬ 
dox Christianity. 

4 Adoptionists, Patripassians, Sabellians 

1 Those who were called Adoptionists taught that Jesus was a mere man in 
whom God dwelt in a special way. 

Others, however, did not at all deny the divinity of Christ but did away 
with the distinction of persons. Those who referred to themselves as Monar- 
chians were called by the Christians either Patripassians or, from the name 
of one of their leaders, Sabellians. Harnack calls them modalists. 


go G. Bardy, ‘Manicheisme,’ dtc ix (18) 1841-95; Julien Ries, ‘Introduction aux 
etudes manicheenes: Quatre siecies de recherches,’ Ephemerides Theologicae 
Lovanienses 33 (1957) 453—82; 35 (1959) 362-409. 
gi J. Schmitt, ‘Mandeisme,’ dbs v, 758-88; G. Bardy, ‘Mandeens,’ dtc ix (18) 
1812-24. 
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8 Theodotus quidam Byzantius teste Hippolyto, quamvis Deum agnoverit cre- 
atorem esse, lesum tamen merum habuit homi'nem, e virgine quidem na- 
tum secundum divinam voluntatem, baptizatum autem in Iordane non 
Deum esse factum sed potestatem accepisse miracula faciendi, quia sub 
specie columbae descendit eique inhabitavit spiritus quidam qui est Chris- 
tus caelestis. 92 E discipulis Theodoti addiderunt non nulli lesum post resur- 
recdonem esse factum Deum; et alius Theodotus nummularius, doctrinam 
magistri adornans, affirmavit Christum caelestem esse imaginem summae 
cuiusdam potestatis cui nomen Melchisedech. 93 

Artemas quidam teste Eusebio Christum docuit merum hominem; quam 
doctrinam suam minime novam asseruit sed et ipsorum apostolorum et 
edam, usque ad mortem Victoris (ob. ca. 198), Romanorum Pontificum 94 
Vel Artemas ipse vel sequaces eius Euclidem, Aristotelem, Theophrastum, 
Galenum quam maxime venerabantur; in scripturis vero nisi syllogismorum 
exempla non perspexisse dicuntur 95 

Beryllus Bostrensis teste etiam Eusebio ab Origene summa quadam pruden- 
tia atque acumine conversus est cum sit ‘ausus asserere Dominum et Serva- 
torem nostrum, antequam inter homines versaretur, non subsddsse in 
propria personae differentia: nec propriam sed paternam dumtaxat divini- 
tatem in se residentem habere. 96 

Paulus Samosatenus, ca. 260-270 ep. antiochenus, in synodo quadam and- 
ochena propter doctrinam christologicam condemnatus est. Secundum Eu- 
sebium haeresin Artemae renovavit. 97 Secundum Alexandrum ep. Alex., 
Arius haeresin Ebionis, Artemae, et Pauli Samosateni docuit. 98 Secundum 
Epiphanium Paulus unum docuit Deum, Verbum Dei non esse substand- 
vum (£V 07 t 6 crcaT 0 s) sed Deo inesse sicut homini inest propria sua ratio; quod 
tamen Verbum Dei lesu inhabitasse." At alia supersunt documenta eaque 





94 Euseb., Hli v, 28; mg 20,511 ss. Quern Eusebius refutavit turn ex scripturis, turn 
ex variis auctoribus catholicis, turn denique ex ipso Victore qui Theodotum 
excommunicavit. Ibid. 514 a. 


2 According to Hippolytus, a Byzantine by the name of Theodotus acknowl¬ 
edged God to be the creator, yet held that Jesus was a mere man, born of the 
Virgin in accordance with the divine will and baptized in the Jordan, who 
did not become God but did receive the power to work miracles because a 
spirit who is the heavenly Christ descended upon him in the form of a dove 
and dwelt within him. 92 Some of Theodotus’s disciples added that Jesus was 
made God after his resurrection; and another Theodotus, a money-changer, 
embellishing the teaching of his master, affirmed that the heavenly Christ 
was the image of a supreme power by the name of Melchisedech. 93 

Eusebius mentions a certain Artemas who taught that Christ was a mere 
man, and insisted that his doctrine was by no means a novelty but was the 
teaching of the apostles themselves and even of the Roman Pontiffs up to 
the time of Victor 1, who died around 198. 94 Either Artemas himself or his 
followers had the utmost veneration for Euclid, Aristotle, Theophrastus, 
and Galen; they are said to have seen in the scriptures nothing but examples 
of syllogisms. 95 

Eusebius also related that Origen, with great prudence and astuteness, 
converted Beryllus ofBostra, who had ‘boldly asserted that our Lord and Sav¬ 
ior, before becoming man, did not subsist in his own distinct person and 
does not have a divinity of his own but only that of the Father dwelling in 
him.’ 96 

Paul of Samosata, bishop of Antioch ca. 260-270, was condemned by an 
Antiochene synod on account of his Christology. According to Eusebius, he 
revived Artemas’s heresy, 97 and according to Alexander, bishop of Alexan¬ 
dria, Arius taught the heresy of Ebion, Artemas, and Paul of Samosata. 98 
Epiphanius says that Paul taught that there is one God, that the Word of God 
is not a substance (evoTtocratoi;) but was in God just as a man’s own reason’ 
is in him; yet this Word of God dwelt in Jesus. 99 There are other extant doc- 

92 Hippolytus, Refutaiio omnium haeresium, vn, 35; Paul Wendland {gcs 26) 222 ; 
mg 16/3, 3341 c. 

93 Ibid. 3344 a. 

94 Eusebius of Caesarea, he v, 28; mg 20, 51.1-14. In refutation of this view Euse¬ 
bius appeals first to the scriptures, then to various Catholic authors, and : 
finally to Victor himself, who excommunicated Theodotus. Ibid. 514 a. 

95 Ibid. 515 AB. 

96 Ibid, vi, 33; mg 20, 594 a. 

97 Ibid, vii, 27-30; mg 20, 706-20. 

98 Alexander of Alexandria, Brief Alexanders von Alexandrien an Alexander von 
Thessalonich, in Opitz, aw ill, p. 25, lines 10-12. 

99 Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion ( Haereses) , 65; mg 42,12-29; Holl, in (gcs 37) 
3 - 13 - 
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disputata; 100 et saec. iv ab Homoeausianis dictum est in Paulo iam condem- 
natam esse vocem, consubstantiale. 101 


3 Praxeas, qui non cognoscitur nisi per refutationem a Tertulliano factam, 
Adversus Praxean, distinctionem inter Patrem et Filium sustulit et Montanis- 
tas impugnavit. Unde Tertullianus: ‘Ita duo negotia diaboli Praxeas Romae 
procuravit, prophetiam expulit et haeresin intulit, paracletum fugavit et 
Patrem crucifixit. 102 

Noetus e Smyrna ortus pariter distinctionem Patris et Filii negavit, et ab 
Hippolyto impugnatus est turn in opuscule*, Contra haeresin Noeti, lo $ turn in 
Refutations omnium haeresium. 104 

Sabellius extra ecclesiam a Callisto, R. P., extrusus, 105 vel directe vel in- 
directe influxum in Pentapoli Libyae exercuit unde orta est Dionysii, ep. 
Alex., mox memoranda interventio. 

Doctrinam quandam Romae sparsam sic descripsit Hippolytus: 

... dicens, Logum ipsum esse Filium, eundem etiam Patrem nomine quidem 


101 Quam condemnationem aliter ab Athanasio et Basilio, aliter ab Hilario expli- 
catam, exposuit G. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought (London: W. Heinemann, 
1936 ) 201-209; cf. A. Orbe, Primera teologia 678 s., nota 11. 
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uments whose authenticity is disputed; 100 and.in the fourth century the 
Homoiousians claimed that in Paul’s condemnation the use of the term 
‘consubstantial’ was already condemned. 101 

3 Praxeas, known to us only through Tertullian’s refutation of him in his Ad¬ 
versus Praxeam, denied the distinction between the Father and the Son and 
attacked the Montanists. As Tertullian wrote, ‘Praxeas took care of two piec¬ 
es of business for the devil: he drove out prophecy and brought in heresy, he 
banished the Paraclete and crucified the Father.’ 102 

Noetus, a native of Smyrna, similarly denied the distinction between the 
Father and the Son, and was attacked by Hippolytus in both his Contra haer¬ 
esin Noeti 10 ^ and his Refutatio omnium haeresium. 104 

Sabellius, who was excommunicated by Pope Callistus, 105 was influential, 
directly or indirectly, in the Pentapolis of Libya, which occasioned the attack 
on him by Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, to which we shall refer in Section 
6 . 

The following is Hippolytus’s description of a doctrine that was current in 
Rome. 

... saying that the Logos himself is the Son, the same also as the one 


100 Altaner, Patrology, 241-42 [189-90]. G.jouassard, ‘Paulos v. Samosata,’ ltk 8, 
213. Following the studies by Friedrich Loofs, Paulus von Samosata. Eine Unter- 
suchung zur altkirchlichen Literatur undDogmengeschichte (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 
1924), and Gustave Bardy, Paul de Samosate: Etude historique (Louvain: Spici- 
legium sacrum Lovaniense, 1929). H. de Riedmatten, Les actes duprocesdePaul 
de Samosate: Etudes sur la christologie du Hie au tVe siecle (Fribourg en Suisse: Edi¬ 
tions St-Paul, 1952). Epistolasex episcoporum, in Hahn, § 151, pp. 178-82; Mansi, 
1, 1033-4O; Bartholomaeus M. Xiberta, Enchiridion de Verbo Incamato (Madrid: 
Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Ciendficas, Instituto ‘Francisco Suarez,’ 
1957 ) 93 - 94 - 

101 George L. Presuge, God in Patristic Thought (London: W. Heinemann, 1936; 
London: S.P.C.K., 1952) 201-209, has shown that this condemnation was 
explained by Athanasius and Basil in one way and in a different way by Hilary. 
See Orbe, Primera teologia, l/ 2 , 677-79, note 11. 

102 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 1. 

103 Hippolytus, Contra haeresin Noeti, mg 10; also Pierre Nautin, Hippolyte, Contre les 
heresies: Fragment, etude et edition critique (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1949); see 
Altaner, Patrology 185-86 [147] {Syntagma). 

104 Hippolytus, Refutatio omnium haeresium, rx, 7-10; Wendland (gcs 26) 240-45; 
mg 16/3, 3369 B - 3377 ab. See Epiphanius, Panarion {Haereses), 57; mg 41,995 
d - 998 C. 

105 Hippolytus, Refutatio omnium haeresium, ix, 12; Wendland (gcs 26) 248,18; mg 

16/3, 3384 b. 
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vocatum, revera autem unum esse Spiritum indivisum; non aliud esse 
Pattern, aliud Filium, sed unum et idem esse omniaque esse repleta divino 
Spiritu et superiora et inferiora, Spiritumque in Virgine came indutum non 
esse aliud atque Patrem, sed unum idemque. Et hoc esf id quod dictum est: 
‘Non credis quia ego in Patre et Pater in me est?’ Visibile enim, quod quidem 
est homo, Filium esse, Spiritum autem, qui in Filium cesserit, esse Patrem; 
non enim, inquit, profitebor duos deos, Patrem et Filium, sed unum. Pater 
enim qui in eo existit, carnem postquam assumpsit, deificavit sibi unitum et 
facit unum, ita ut Pater et Filius vocatur unus Deus, et hanc personam, cum 
una sit, non posse esse duas, et sic Patrem compassum esse cum Filio ... lo6 


Secundum Epiphanium doctrina Sabellianorum erat in uno Deo tria dis- 
tinguere nomina, tresve activitates. Duas adhibet Epiphanius similitudines: 
sicut in uno homine distinguuntur corpus, anima, et spiritus, ita in Deo 
Pater est sicut corpus, Filius sicut anima, Spiritus autem est divinus spiritus; 
iterum sicut in uno sole distinguuntur et figura orbicularis, et vis illuminan- 
di, et vis calefaciendi, ita in Deo calor est Spiritus, lux est Filius, et totius sub¬ 
stantiae forma est Pater. 107 

Ps.-Athanasius turn cum Stoicis turn cum Sabellio eos duxit affines ‘qui 
nempe Deum putant contrahi rursusque cum rebus creatis dilatari infinite- 
que quiescere ... Unitas dilatata facta est Trinitas... ipse ergo Pater factus est 
et Filius et Spiritus sanctus, ut sentit Sabellius, nisi forte Unitas quam ille 
propugnat aliquid sit aliud praeter Patrem. 108 


108 Ps.-Athan., Oral. rv c. Arianos, 13; cf. 25; mg 26, 483 s.; 506. Cf. Dionysium, ep. 
Alex., ‘Sic quidem nos indivisibilem unitatem in Trinitatem dilatamus, et 
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called the Father, and in reality one undivided Spirit; that the Father 
and the Son are not two different realities but one and the same, and 
that all things, the higher and the lower, are filled with the divine 
Spirit, and the Spirit that became flesh in the Virgin is none other 
than the Father, but one and the same. And this is the meaning of 
the words, ‘Do you not believe that I am in the Father and the Father 
is in me?’ What is visible, which indeed is a human being, is the Son, 
while the Spirit who entered into the Son is the Father, for, he says, I 
profess not two Gods but one. For the Father who exists in him after 
he has assumed the flesh made him to be God, being united and 
made one with himself, so that the Father and the Son are called one 
God, and this person, being one, cannot be two, and therefore the 
Father suffered along with the Son ... lo6 

Epiphanius explains that according to Sabellianism there are in God 
three names, or three activities. He uses two similes: just as in one man there 
are three distinct elements, body, soul, and spirit, so in God the Father is like 
the body, the Son like the soul, and the Spirit is the divine spirit; again, as in 
one sun we can distinguish something round, its power of illumination, and 
its power of heating, so in God the heat is the Spirit, the light is the Son, and 
the form of the whole substance is the Father. 107 

Pseudo-Athanasius considered as similar to both Stoics and Sabellians 
those ‘who think that God contracts and then expands along with creation 
and rests to infinity ... The Unity, when'expanded, became the Trinity ... 
hence the Father himself became both the Son and the Holy Spirit, accord¬ 
ing to Sabellius, unless perchance the Unity that he asserts is something else 
besides the Father.’ 108 


106 Ibid. Wendland (gcs 26) 248, 18 - 249, 5; mg 16/3,3384 b - 3386 A. Hippoly- 
tus attributes this doctrine to Callistus himself, but he calls it the error ofboth 
Sabellius and Theodotus. Catholic scholars consider this to be a false accusa¬ 
tion against Callistus, because (a) Hippolytus himself testifies that Callistus 
excommunicated Sabellius and (b) his great antagonism towards Zephyrinus 
and Callistus is manifested in the many other charges he levelled against 
them. See G. Bardy, ‘Monarchianisme,’ dtc x (20) 2193-209. See also Altaner, 
Patrology 185 [146], on Nautin’s disputed opinion on the authenticity of the 
Rejutatio. 

107 Epiphanius, Panarion (Haereses) 62, 1; Holl, n (GCS 31) 389-90; MG 41, 1052 

BC. 

108 Pseudo-Athanasius, Oraliones 4 contra Arianos, 13; see 25; mg 26,483-86; 506- 
508. Compare Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, ‘Thus we expand the indivi- 
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Sectio Quinta: De Subordinationismo 

1 Ex theologia posteriori non paucae deducuntur conclusiones quae minus 
doctis videri possunt subtiliores. 

E.g., in scripturis exhibetur Pater ut absconditus quern nemo vidit um- 
quam, Filius autem ut revelator. Quod si quis inde concluderet Patrem esse 
invisibilem, Filium autem visibilem, contra consubstantialitatem Patris et 
Filii peccaret. Ubi enim non est nisi una divina substantia, ilia ipsa aut in- 
visibilis est aut visibilis. Quare si Pater invisibilis est, necessario sequitur Fi¬ 
lium etiam esse invisibilem. 

Iterum in scripturis Pater est ex quo omnia, Filius autem per quern omnia 
(l Cor 8.6; Col 1.17; Heb 1.3; lo 1.3). Praeterea, Filius est Verbum (lo 1.1, 
18), Dei sapientia (t Cor 1.24), imago Dei (2 Cor 4.4; Col 1.15); quae qui- 
dem ex vt compleri possunt per ea quae de sapientia dicuntur (Prov 8.22 
ss.) et de verbo Dei creativo (Ps 32.6; Genl). At si quis inde concluderet Fi¬ 
lium ex Patre esse natum quando voluit Pater creare et quidem ut Patri adsit 
minister ad creationem rerum et gubernationem, multipliciter peccaret. 


Nam una eademque est Patris et Filii substantia, et ideo si Pater est aeter- 
nus etiam Filius aeternus est. Iterum si Pater est propter se et non propter 
creaturas, pariter Filius est propter se. Si Pater est necessario, Filius est ne¬ 
cessario. Praeterea, propter divinam simplicitatem, sicut una est substantia 
Patris et Filii, ita etiam una realiter est eorum voluntas; et ideo Filius non 


Trinitatem iterum, quae imminui nequit, in unitatem comrahimus.’ Apud 
Athao., Desent. Dion., 17; mg 25, 506; Opitz, aw n, 58, 24 s. Uti patet, cum real- 
ismus acriticus efficaciter ultra imagines procedere non possit, eandem imag- 
inem interpretari potest vel ad mentem Sabellii vel ad mentem Tertulliani; e 
contra, ubi primum intervenit ratiocinatio de propositionibus veris, uti apud 
Ps.-Athanasium, opinio sabelliana manifestatur absurda. Aliae et multae de 
sabellianismo indicationes apud A. Orbe, Primera teologia 22,579,620 nota 18, 
627 nota 25, 731 nota 29. 
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5 Subordinationism 

t There are numerous conclusions drawn from subsequent theology that 
may seem overly subde to the non-professional. 

In scripture, for example, the Father is presented as hidden, whom 
no one has ever seen, but whom the Son has revealed. But if one were to 
conclude from this that the Father is invisible and the Son visible, that con¬ 
clusion would be contrary to the consubstantiality of Father and Son. For 
where there is but one divine substance, it is either invisible or visible; 
hence if the Father is invisible; it necessarily follows that the Son is likewise 
invisible. 

Again in scripture the Father is the one from whom all things are, but the 
Son is the one through whom all things are (1 Corinthians 8.6, Colossians 
1.17, Hebrews 1.3, John 1.3). Moreover, the Son is the Word (John 1.1,18), 
the wisdom of God (1 Corinthians 1.24), the image of God (2 Corinthians 
4 - 4 . Colossians 1.15), and to these attributes can be added what is said in the 
Old Testament about Wisdom (Proverbs 8.22-31) and about the creative 
word of God (Psalm 33 [32].6, Genesis 1). But if one were to conclude from 
these texts that the Son was born from the Father at the time when the Fa¬ 
ther decided to create and in fact was present to the Father as an assistant to 
him in the work of producing and governing creation, that conclusion 
would contain a multitude of errors. 

' For the Father and Son have one and the same substance, and therefore 
if the Father is eternal, the Son also is eternal. Again, if the Father exists for 
his own sake and not for the sake of creatures, the Son likewise exists for his 
own sake. If the Father necessarily is, the Son necessarily is. Besides, by rea¬ 
son of divine simplicity, just as there is the one substance belonging to the 


sible unity into Trinity and then we contract the Trinity, which cannot be 
diminished, into unity.’ In Athanasius, Epistola de sententia Dionysii, 17; MG 25, 
506 a; Opitz, aw n, 58, 24-25. Quite clearly, the naive realist, being incapable 
of effectively transcending the sphere of images, can interpret this same 
image either in a Sabellian sense or in the sense of Tertullian. On the other 
hand, as soon as one begins to reason about true propositions, as in Ps.-Atha- 
nasius, the absurdity of the Sabellian opinion becomes manifest. For further 
comments on Sabellianism see Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/1: 22; 1/2: 579,620 n. 
18, 627 n. 25, 731 n. 29. 
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potest esse aliquod. obiectum, a paterna voluntate realiter distinctum, et ex 
electione huius voluntatis ortum. 109 


2 lam vero scriptores christiani antenicaeni ita loqui solebant quasi has con- 
clusiones ex posteriori theologia certo certius deducendas parum perspi- 
cerent. Unde et accusantur de subordinationismo . 110 


3 Circa ipsum subordinationismi nomen distinguendum esse yidetur. 
Quatenus enim adhibetur ad factum quoddam describendum, nempe, 
antenicaenos posteriorem theologiam perspectam atque exploratam non 
habuisse, non est dubitandum illud nomen et legitime et udliter usurpari. 
Nam ante omnem cuiuslibet rei intelligentiam vel explicadonem praerequi- 
tur exacta cognido materiae intelligendae et explicandae. 

Quatenus autem finis scientiae respicitur, qui in intelligendo consisut, 
idem subordinationismi nomen maximam quandam causam obscurauonis 
et confusionis constituere videtur. Res enim historicae non intelliguntur ubi 
anachronistice concipiuntur; et conceptio doctrinae antenicaenae secun¬ 
dum criteria posterioris theologiae est anachronistica. 

4 Quam ob causam, ubi de structura motus antenicaeni postea erit dicen- 
dum, 111 non de subordinationismo loquemur sed de processu quodam dia¬ 
log Quia dicitur in Nicaeno, db 54, ‘Deum ex Deo,’ quaeri potest utrum did pos- 

sit ‘substantia ex substantia,’ ‘voluntas ex voluntate’ (cf. T. de Regnon, Etudes 
de theologie positive sur la sainte Trinite [Paris, 1898], III, 552 ss.; Richardum a S. 
Victore, Delrinitate, vi, 22 [Ribaillier, p. 259]). Quam quaestionem negative 
resolvit c. Lateranense tv, db 432: *... ilia res, videlicet substantia, essentia seu 
natura divina... et ilia res non est generans, neque genita, nec procedens, sed 
est Pater qui generat et Filius qui gignitur et Spiritus qui procedit...' 


110 Cf. G. Aeby, Les missions divines de saint Justin a Origene, Fribourg (Helv.) 1958, 
ubi de omnibus fere antenicaenis asseritur subordinationismus quidam. Ita 
de lustino, p. 14 (cf. 7-14), de Tatiano et Athenagora, p. 15 s., de Theophilo 
Antiocheno, pp. 16 ss., de Epistula ad Diognetum, p. 23, de Tertulliano, pp. 
68 ss., de Hippolyto, p. 97 ('un climat subordinatien’), de Novatiano, p. 106, 
de Clemente Alex., p. 130 (‘rejoint la ligne subordinatienne’); neque P. Orbe 
S. Irenaeum esse exceptionem censere videtur (Primera teologia 114 ss.). 
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Father and the Son, so also do they have really one will; hence the Son can¬ 
not be an object, really distinct from the Father’s will, and sprung from the 
choice made by that will. 109 

2 Now, Christian authors before Nicea would give the impression from their 
writings that they poorly understood these conclusions that most certainly 
were to be deduced from a later theology. As a result, they have been ac¬ 
cused of subordinationism } 10 

3 The term ‘subordinationismhowever, needs to be distinguished. As used 
to describe a fact, namely, that the ante-Nicene writers did not have a thor¬ 
ough grasp of later theology, there is no doubt that that term is both legiti¬ 
mate and useful. For before anything is understood or explained one must 
have an exact knowledge of the matter to be understood and explained. 

But insofar as the aim of science is concerned, which consists in under¬ 
standing, the term ‘subordinationism’ leads to a great deal of obscurity and 
confusion. There is no understanding of historical events when they are 
conceived anachronistically, and similarly to conceive ante-Nicene theology 
according to the criteria of a later theology is anachronistic. 

4 For this reason, when later on we come to speak of the structure of the 
ante-Nicene movement, 111 we shall not speak of subordinationism but rath- 

109 The Council of Nicea says (db 54, ds 125, nd 7), ‘God from God,’ and so the 
question can arise whether one can also say, ‘substance from substance,’ ‘will 
from will.’ (See Theodore de Regnon, Etudes de theologie positive sur la Sainte 
Trinite [Paris: Victor Retaux, 1898] ill/1, 552-57; Richard of St Victor, De 
Trinitate, vi, 22, ed. Jean Ribaillier [Paris: Vrin, 1958] 259.) To this question 
the Fourth Lateran Council replied in the negative (db 432, ds 804, ND 318). 

that reality, viz., the divine substance, essence or nature ... is neither gener¬ 
ating nor generated, nor proceeding, but it is the Father who generates, and 
the Son who is generated, and the Holy Spirit who proceeds ...’ 

110 See Gervais Aeby, Les missions divines de saint Justin a Origme (Fribourg en 
Suisse: Editions univ.ersitaires, 1958; henceforth Les missions divines) , who 
attributes a certain subordinationism to almost all of the ante-Nicene authors. 
Thus, on Justin, p. 14 (see 7-14). on Tatian and Athenagoras, pp. 15-16, on 
Theophilus of Antioch, pp. 16-20, on the Letter to Diognetus, p. 23, on Tertul- 
lian, pp. 68-85, on Hippolytus, p. 97 (‘ climat subordinatien') , on Novatian, p. 
106, on.Clement of Alexandria, p. 130 {'rejoint la ligne subordinatienne')-, Orbe, 
Primera teologia, 1/1,114-43, seems to think that St Irenaeus was not an excep¬ 
tion. 

111 See below, p. 199. 
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lectico quo factum est ut verbum Dei revelatum firmiterque creditum 
pedetentim conceptiones minus exactas eliminarit et posteriorem theolo- 
giam praepararit. 

Sectio Sexta: ‘Unius Substantiae’ 

1 lam exponi debet turn concipiendi turn loquendi modus qui (l) itaveram 
quandam Filii divinitatem agnovit ut tamen (2) non omnem statim subor- 
dinationismum excluderet; et (3) ita praecipue a Tertulliano elaboratus est 
ut etiam (4) vel propter similitudinem quandam partialem, vel propter in¬ 
dicia possibilia, vel propter absentiam positivae exclusionis ad alios scrip- 
tores christianos et antenicaenos intelligendos ab eruditis extendatur. 112 

2 Adversus Praxean, qui eundem qui Pater est esse Filium docuit, opus com- 
posuit Tertullianus hanc defendens thesin: et alium esse Patrem, et alium 
Filium, et utrumque Deum unum. 

Alius quidem est Pater et alius Filius, quia Filius est substantia a Patre 
emissa vel prolata: 

At ego nihil dico de deo inane et vacuum prodire potuisse, ut non de inani et 
vacuo prolatum, nec carere substanda quod de tanta substantia processit et 
tantas substantias fecit; fecit enim et ipse quae facta sunt per ilium, quale est 
ut nihil sit ipse sine quo nihil factum est, ut inanis solida et vacuus plena et 
incorporalis corporalia sit operatus? nam etsi potest aliquando quid fieri 
diversum eius per quod fit, nihil tamen potest fieri per id quod vacuum et 
inane est. vacua et inanis res est sermo dei qui filius dictus est, qui ipse deus 
cognominatus est, Et sermo erat apud deum et deus erat sermo? scriptum 
est, Non sumes nomen dei in vanum. hie certe est qui in effigie dei constitu- 
tus non rapinam exisdmavit esse se aequalem deo. in qua effigie dei? utique 
in aliqua, non tamen in nulla: quis enim negabit deum corpus esse, etsi deus 
spiritus est? spiritus enim corpus sui generis in sua effigie. sed et si invisibilia 
ilia, quaecumque sunt, habent apud deum et suum corpus eqsuam formam 
per quae soli deo visibilia sunt, quanto magis quod ex ipsius substantia emis- 
sum est sine substantia non erit, quaecumque ergo substantia sermonis fuit, 
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er of a dialectical process whereby the word of God, revealed and firmly be¬ 
lieved, gradually eliminated less exact conceptions and prepared the way for 
the theology that followed. 

6 ‘Of One Substance’ 

1 We must describe now a way of thinking and speaking that acknowledges 
a true divinity in the Son yet does not immediately exclude all traces of sub- 
ordinationism. It was developed especially by Tertullian, but some scholars 
have extended this mode to other ante-Nicene Christian authors, either be¬ 
cause of some similarity to Tertullian or possible indications of similarity in 
their works, or because they did not positively rule out such similarity. 112 

2 Writing against Praxeas, who taught that the Father and Son were identi¬ 
cal, Tertullian defended the following thesis: the Father and the Son are re¬ 
ally distinct from each other, and both are one God. 

The Son is not the Father because the Son is a substance emitted or issu¬ 
ing forth from the Father: 

... But I say that nothing empty and void could have come forth from 
God, as issuing from what is not empty and void, and that what has 
issued from so great a substance and creates such great substances 
is not without substance, for he himself made all that were made 
through him. How can the one without whom nothing was made be 
nothing? - as if what is void has produced something solid and what 
is empty has produced something full and one who is incorporeal has 
produced things that are corporeal, For although it may at times be 
possible for something to be made that is different from its maker, 
nothing can be made by that which is empty and void. The Word of 
God whom scripture calls the Son and who is surnamed God - ‘and 
the Word was with God, and the Word was God’ - is that Word a void 
and empty thing? Scripture says, ‘Thou shalt not take the name of 
God in vain.’ Surely this is he who, ‘being in the form of God, did not 
deem it robbery to be equal to God.’ In what form of God? In some 


112 See Lebreton, Histoire 11; Aeby, Les missions divines', Orbe, Primera teologia. 
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itlam dico personam et illi nomen filii vindico, et dum filium agnosco secun¬ 
dum a patre defendo. 1 * 3 


Quo nihil clarius esse potest. Verbum Dei non est inane et vacufim, quasi 
vox de ore hominis prolata, sed substantia est quae ex tanta substantia pro- 
cessit et tantas substantias fecit. Qualis substantia? Sane spiritus est, sed 
etiam spiritus est corpus sui generis in sua effigie; invisibilia enim quae di- 
cuntur suum corpus et suam formam apud Deum habent quibus Deo sunt 
visibilia. Sed quaeres quemadmodum fieri potuerit ut substantia Filii ita 
concepta cum substantia Patris unum faciat. ResponditTertullianus compa- 
rando veram suam emissionem cum emissione valentiniana: 


Valentinus Jtpo| 3 oXai suas discernit et separat ab auctore, et ita longe ab eo 
ponit ut aeon patrem nesciat; denique desiderat nosse nec potest, immo et 
paene devoratur et dissolvitur in reliquam substantiam. apud nos autem so¬ 
lus filius patrem novit, et sinum patris ipse exposuit, et omnia apud patrem 
audivit et vidit, et quae mandatus est a patre ea et loquitur, nec suam sed pa¬ 
tris perfecit voluntatem, quam de proximo immo de initio noverat. quis enim 
scit quae sint in deo nisi spiritus qui in ipso est? sermo autem spiritu structus 
est, et ut ita dixerim sermonis corpus est spiritus. sermo ergo et in patre sem¬ 
per, sicut dicit, Ego in Patre: et apud deum semper, sicut scriptum est, Et ser¬ 
mo erat apud deum: et numquam separatus a patre aut alius a patre, quia 
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form, no doubt, but not in no form; for who will deny that God is 
a body, even though he is a spirit? For a spirit is a body unlike any 
other, having its own proper form. Again, if those invisible realities, 
whatever they are, stand in the presence of God with their own bod¬ 
ies and their own forms by which they are visible to God alone, how 
much more will that which issued from his substance have substance; 
and therefore whatever the substance of the Word was, I affirm to 
be a person and claim for him the name of Son. And in acknowledg¬ 
ing him as Son, I maintain him to be second after the Father. 113 

Nothing could be clearer than this. The Word of God is not empty and 
void, like a word uttered by a human being, but having come forth from 
(Such a great substance and having made such great substances, it is itself a 
substance. What kind of substance is he? He is a spirit, of course, but even a 
spirit is a unique kind of body with its own proper form; for what are called 
invisible realities have in the presence of God their own body and their own 
form by which they are visible to God. But, you may ask, how could, the sub¬ 
stance of the Son, conceived in this way, be one with the Father’s substance? 
Tertullian answers by comparing his true concept of emission with that of 
Valentinus: 

Valentinus distinguishes and separates his npopofau (emissions) from 
the one from whom they originated, and thus places them so far 
from him that an aeon does not know its father; eventually it neither 
desires nor is able to know him, and indeed it almost disappears and 
dissolves into a residual substance. But with us the Son, and the Son 
alone, knows the Father, has revealed the Father’s inmost being, has 
heard and seen everything in the Father’s presence, says what he has 
been commanded to say by the Father, reveals not his own will but 
the Father’s will, which he knew intimately right from the beginning. 
Who knows the things of God if not the Spirit that is in God? But the 


113 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 7; Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas 
95 . 30 - 96 , 15 - See Apologeticus 21,1O-13; Orbe, Primera teobgia, 1/2, 677-78, 
note 11. 
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Ego et pater unum sumus. haec eritjcpo(k>Wi veritads, custos unitatis, qua 
prolatum dicimus filium a patre sed non separatum. 1 * 4 


Quamvis ergo Filius sit substantia e substantia Patris emissa seu prolata, 
unum tamen faciunt Pater et Filius per intimum commercium cognitionis et 
amoris et per non-separationem. Quam non-separationem nods imagini- 
bus, etiam inter Montanistas receptis, explicat: 

... protulit enim deus sermonem, quemadmodum etiam paracletus docet, 
sicut radix fruticem et fons fluvium et sol radium: nam et istae species 
TrpopoJidi sunt earum substantiarum ex quibus prodeunt. nec dubitaverim fil¬ 
ium dicere et radicis fruticem et fontis fluvium et solis radium, quia omnis 
origo parens est et omne quod ex origine profertur progenies est, multo 
magis sermo dei qui etiam proprie nomen filii accepit; nec frutex tamen a ra- 
dice nec fluvius a fonte nec radius a sole discemitur, sicut nec a deo sermo. 
igitur secundum horum exemplorum formam profiteor me duos dicere 
deum et sermonem eius, patrem et filium ipsius: nam et radix et frutex duae 
res sunt sed coniunctae, et fons.et flumen duae species sunt sed indivisae, et 
soi et radius duae formae sunt sed cohaerentes. omne quod prodit ex aiiquo 
secundum sit eius necesse est de quo prodit, nec ideo tamen est separatum, 
secundus autem ubi est, duo sunt, et tertius ubi est, tres sunt, tertius enim est 
spiritus a deo et filio, sicut tertius a radice fructus ex frutice et tertius a fonte 
rivus ex flumine et tertius a sole apex ex radio: nihil tamen a matrice aliena- 
tur a qua proprietates suas ducit. ita trinitas per consertos et connexos gradus 
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Word consists of spirit, and the body of the Word, so to speak, is spir¬ 
it. Therefore the Word is forever in the Father, as he says, ‘I am in the 
Father’; and he is forever with God, for as it is written, ‘and the Word 
was with God.’ He is never separated from the Father or other than 
the Father, for ‘I and the Father are one.’ This will be the 7ipopoA.fi °f 
Truth, the safeguard of unity, whereby we say that the Son is emitted 
from the Father but not separated from him. 114 

In other words, although the Son is a substance emitted or brought forth 
from the substance of the Father, still the Father and the Son are one 
through their mutual knowledge and love and their non-separation. Ter- 
tullian explains this non-separation by well-known similes, which even the 
Montanists accept: 

For God brought forth a Word, as the Paraclete also teaches, just 
as a root sends forth a plant, a spring gives rise to a stream, and the 
sun emits its ray. For these manifestations are TtpoPoAai, emissions of 
those substances from which they proceed. And I should not hesitate 
to say that the plant is the son of the root, and the stream the son of 
the spring, and the ray the son of the sun, for every origin is a parent, 
and everything that originates from it is its offspring. This is true 
much, more of the Word of God, who has also quite properly received 
the name of Son. Yet the plant is not separated from the root, nor the 
stream from the spring, nor the ray from the sun, and similarly the 
Word is not separated from God. Therefore, according to the tenor 
of these examples, I affirm that my position is that God and his Word, 
the Father and the Son, are two; for the root and the plant are two 
things but conjoined, and the spring and the stream are two manifes¬ 
tations but undivided, and the sun and its ray are two aspects but co¬ 
hesive. Everything that proceeds from something must necessarily be 


f 

H4 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 8; Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise againstPraxeas 
96 , 25 - 97 , 3 - 
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a patre discurrens et monarchiae nihil obstrepit et oeconomiae statum prote¬ 

ct 11 * 


Quibus elucet quantum mens Tertulliani ipsis imaginibus inhaereat: alius 
est Filius a Patre quia substantia e substantia est emissa, prolata, qui proces- 
sit, prodivit; unus tamen est Deus, quia duae res sunt coniunctae, duae spe¬ 
cies sunt indivisae, duae formae sunt cohaerentes, quia nihil a matrice 
alienatur, quia gradus sunt conserti et connexi. Unde et alibi: 

... quasi non sic quoque unus sit omnia dum ex uno omnia, per substantiae 
scilicet unitatem, et nihilo minus custodiatur oiicovopfos sacramentum quae 
unitatem in trinitatem disponit, tres dirigens patrem et filium et spiritual, 
tres autem non statu sed gradu, nec substantia sed forma, nec potestate sed 
specie, unius autem substantiae et unius status et unius potestads, quia unus 
deus ex quo et gradus isti et formae et species in nomine patris et filii et spir- 
itus sancti deputantur. quomodo numerum sine divisione paduntur proce- 
dentes tractatus demonstrabunt. 116 


... radonem reddimus qua dei non duo dicantur nec domini sed qua pater et 
filius duo, et hoc non ex separatione substantiae sed ex disposidone, cum in- 
dividuum et inseparatum filium a patre pronuntiamus, nec statu sed gradu 
alium, qui etsi deus dicatur quando nominatur singularis, non ideo duos 
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a second to that from which it proceeds, but it is not on that account 
separate from it. Where there is a second one there are two, and 
where there is a third there are three. For the Spirit is the third after 
God and the Son, as the fruit is third from the root and the plant, 
and the river is the third, coming from the spring and the stream, 
and the point of light is the third, coming from the sun and the ray; 
yet he is not at all estranged from the source from which he derives 
his proper attributes. In this way the Trinity, proceeding from the 
Father in a series of indmately connected steps, does not in anyway 
challenge the monarchy, while preserving the status of the econo¬ 
my. 115 

This shows clearly how much the thinking of Tertullian was bound up 
with images: the Son is not the Father, because a substance was emitted, is¬ 
sued, from a substance; he proceeded, emerged. Yet God is one because the 
two realities are conjoined, the two manifestations are undivided, the two as¬ 
pects are cohesive, because the Son is in no way estranged from his source, 
and because the steps are intimately connected. Elsewhere he says: 

... as if in this way also the one were not all of them, since all are from 
one through the unity of substance, and the mystery of the economy 
is no less safeguarded, which makes a trinity from unity, ordering the 
three, Father and Son and Spirit, three, however, not in status but in 
order, not in substance but in form, not in power but in aspect, of 
one substance and one status and one power, because the phases, the 
forms, the aspects are all of one God in the name of the Father and 
of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. The subsequent discussions will 
show how they admit of plurality without division. 116 

... we explain why there are said to be not two gods or two lords, but 
why the Father and the Son are two, and this not by separation of sub¬ 
stance but by disposition, when we declare the Son to be not divided 
and not separated from the Father, different from the Father not in 


115 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 8; Evans, Tertuilian’s Treatise against Praxeas 
97 , 3 “ 23 - See Tertullian, Apologeticus, 21; ep 277; ml 1,394. 

116 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 2; Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas 

90, 38-91,8. 
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deos faciat sed unum, hoc ipso quod et deus ex imitate patris vocari 
habeat. 117 


... solem et radium eius tam duas res et duas species unius et indivisae sub¬ 
stantiae numerabo quam deum et sermonem eius, quam patrem et filium. 118 

Cui unitatis conceptioni adiungenda sunt quae docuit Tertullianus de 
monarchia divina: 

... atquin nullam dico dominationem ita unius sui esse, ita singularem, ita 
monarchiam, ut non etiam per alias proximas personas administretur quas 
ipsa prospexerit officiaies sibi: si vero filius fuerit ei cuius monarchia sit, non 
statim dividi earn et monarchiam esse disinere si particeps eius adsumatur et 
filius, sed proinde illius esse principaliter a quo communicatur in filium, et 
dum illius est proinde monarchiam esse quae a duobus tam unitis continetur 
... malo te ad sensum rei quam ad sonum vocabuli exerceas. eversio enim mo- 
narchiae ilia est tibi intelligenda cum alia dominatio suae condicionis et pro- 
prii status ac per hoc aemula superducitur, cum alius deus infertur adversus 
creatorem cum Marcione, cum plures secundum Valentinos et Prodicos: 
tunc in monarchiae eversionem cum in creatoris destructionem. 119 





3 Quid vero intercedat inter ‘unius substantiae’ apud Tertullianum et ‘ho- 
moousion’ apud Athanasium iam perspici oportet. In utroque ergo eadem 
thesis probanda intenditur, nempe, et Patrem esse Deum, et Filium esse 
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status but in order, and that even though when named singly he is 
called God, this does not mean that there are two gods but one, for 
he is entitled to be called God because of his unity with the Father. 117 

... as I count^the sun and its ray as two things and two aspects of one 
and an undivided substance, I likewise count God and his Word, and 
the Father and the Son. 118 

To this conception of unity we must add Tertullian’s teaching on divine 
monarchy: 

... but I say that there is no sovereign power that is so concentrated in 
a single person, so much his alone, so much a monarchy, that it is not 
also administered by other persons close to him, whom he has ap¬ 
pointed as his officials. But if he who is the monarch has a son, it does 
not follow that if the son receives a share in it, the monarchy is auto¬ 
matically divided, and so ceases to be a monarchy. For the monarchy 
belongs principally to him who shared it with his son, and since it is 
shared by two who are so closely united with each other, it remains a 
monarchy ... But please attend to the meaning of a word rather than 
its sound. For the overthrow of a monarchy means the imposition of 
another power of comparable rank and status, and therefore a rival, 
as when Marcion introduces a second god in opposition to the Cre¬ 
ator, or when Valentinus and Prodicus bring in their many gods. 

That is the overthrow of the monarchy and the destruction of the 
Creator. 119 

3 We must now proceed to grasp the difference between Tertullian’s ‘of one 
substance’ and the homoousion of Athanasius. They both had the same thesis 
to prove, namely, that the Father is God, and the Son is God, and the Father 


117 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 19; Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise againstPraxeas 112, 
26-32. See Evans’s remarks on pp. 50-58. See also Martin Kriebel, Studien zur 
dlteren Entwicklung der abendlandischen Trinitatslehre bei Tertullian und Novatian 
(Ohlau i. Schlesien: H. Eschenhagen, 1932) 97-99. Prestige, God in Patristic 
Thought, chapter 5. 

118 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 13; Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas 104, 
21-23. 

119 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 3; Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas 91, 
28-35, and 92,10-16. See Evans’s discussion of the ‘Monarchian Controversy’ 
on pp. 6-18. 
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Deum, et Patrem non esse Filium, et unum esse Deum. In utroque pariter 
adsunt imagines in quibus intelligentia aliqua huius theseos capi potest. Sed 
in Athanasio ita sedulo, pie, sobrie inquiritur ut ratio per fidem illustrata ad 
hanc perveniat regulam: ‘eadem de Filio quae de Patre dicuntur, excepto 
Patris nomine.’ In Tertulliano au'tem non solum mentem sensibilibus im- 
mersam videmus, ut spiritus corpus sui generis dicatur, sed etiam imagini- 
bus inhaerentem ut unitatem divinae substantiae in concordia monarchiae 
et in organica quadam indivisione et quasi continuatione ponat. 

Attamen scriptores antenicaeni non ideo sunt culpandi quia philo- 
sophice minus exculti e realismo acritico ad criticum non confugerint. Po- 
tius ad consequentias huius defectus attendendum est. Nam non solum 
inepte unitatem divinae substantiae concepitTertullianus sed etiam ea prot- 
ulit quae thesi suae fundamental! contradicerent. Docuit enim Filium tem- 
poralem: ‘Fuit autem tempus, cum et delictum et fllius non fuit, quod 
iudicem et qui patrem Deum faceret.’ 120 Docuit forte aliter Patrem et aliter 
Filium esse divinam substantiam: ‘... pater enim tota substantia est, films 
vero derivatio totius et portio, sicut ipse profitetur, Quia pater maior me 
est.’ 121 Docuit Filium Patri subordinari: alium dicentem ut fiat, alium 

facientem.’ 122 Quae sane contradicunt thesi principali. Si enim Filius est 
Deus et Deus est aeternus, etiam Filius est aeternus. Si Filius est Deus et Deus 
est tota substantia, etiam Filius est tota substantia. Si Filius est Deus et Deus 
iubet, etiam Filius iubet. 


4 At non solum differentia inter Tertullianum et Athanasium intelligenda 
est, sed etiam ipsa motio seu dialectica qua ex altero in alterum procedeba- 
tur. Haec enim dialectica quasi summa est totius praesentis quaestionis. 
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is not the Son, and God is one. Both use images to help one obtain some 
measure of understanding of this thesis. But through his diligent, reverent, 
and judicious inquiry, the mind of Athanasius was enlightened by his faith 
to arrive at this rule: ‘The same things are said of the Son as are said of the 
Father, except that the Son is not the Father.’ In the case of Tertullian, on 
the other hand, we see a mind that is not only immersed in things percep¬ 
tible to the senses, whence he thinks that spirits have a special kind of body, 
but is also so wedded to imagery that he affirms the unity of the divine sub¬ 
stance to be like harmony in a monarchy and to consist of a kind of organic 
oneness and continuity. 

However, the ante-Nicene writers should not be criticized, for since they 
were not specialists in philosophy, they did not make the transition from na¬ 
ive realism to critical realism. We should consider instead the consequences 
of this failure. Tertullian not only conceived the unity of the divine sub¬ 
stance ineptly, he also made statements that contradicted his basic thesis. 
He held that the Son was temporal: ‘... there was a time when there was no 
offence and no son to make God a judge and a father.’ 120 He seems to have 
taught that the Father and the Son were the divine substance in different 
ways: ‘... for the Father is the whole substance, but the Son is taken from and 
is a portion of the whole, as he himself declares: “The Father is greater than 
I.”’ 121 He held the Son to be subordinate to the Father: ‘... one commanding 
that it be done, the other doing it.’ 122 These statements surely contradict his 
main thesis. For if the Son is God and God is eternal, then the Son also is 
eternal. If the Son is God and God is the whole substance, then the Son also 
is the whole substance. If the Son is God and God commands, the Son also 
commands. 

4 But it is important to understand not only the difference between Tertul- 
lian and Athanasius but also the movement or dialectic from one to the oth¬ 
er. This dialectic is the main point of this entire question. 

120 Tertullian, Adversus Hermogenem, 3; csel 47, 129, 5-6; ml 2, 200. 

121 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 9; Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas 97, 
34-35, and see note pp. 245-47; Antonio Orbe, En los albores de la exegesisJohan- 
nea (Ioh. 1,3):Estudios Valentinianos, vol. 11 (Rome: Gregorian University Press, 
1955) 106-108, note 13. 

122 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 12; Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against Praxeas 102, 
15. [Lonergan’s Latin had ‘iubentem’ rather than ‘dicentem,’ which explains 
his use of the verb ‘iubet’ at the end of the paragraph. Tertullian said 
‘dicentem.’] 
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Dialecticae ergo motionis principium materiale est contradictio quaedam 
obiectiva sive explicita sive implicita. 

Eiusdem principium formate t st subiectum rationale qua rationale, sive solo 
naturali rationis lumine illustratur, sive hoc naturale lumen superiori lu- 
mine fidei confortatur. 

Eiusdem processus e st contradictionis eliminatio: ipsa enim ratio sua natu- 
ra contradictionem expellit et quidem, ubi contradictio implicita est, primo 
earn facit explicitam ut deinde alteram partem affirmet et alteram neget, et 
ubi ipsa ratio est tardior vel ipsa quaestio difficilior, pedetentim aliud post 
aliud contradictionis elementum explicitum facit ut tandem denique totam 
eliminet. 

Eiusdem terminus aut est haeresis aut theologiae profectus: haeresis qui¬ 
dem ubi solo naturali rationis lumine proceditur, theologiae autem profec¬ 
tus ubi naturale lumen per fidem illustratur atque confortatur. 

Quae quemadmodum praesenti quaestioni applicentur, iam paucis est 
declarandum. Principium ergo materiale iam vidimus in Tertulliano: docuit 
sane et alium Patrem et alium Filium et utrumque esse unum Deum; sed 
etiam docuit Filium temporalem, distinxit totam substantiam eiusdem- 
que derivationem et portionem, posuit alium iubentem ut fiat et alium 
facientem; quae inter se pugnare syllogismi sat faciles demonstrant Prin¬ 
cipium deinde formale, quantum ad ipsam rationalitatem attinet, omnibus 
hominibus reflectentlbus commune est, quantum vero ad rationem fide il- 
lustratam, in omnibus fidelibus qua fidelibus adest. Processus proinde non 
•in uno auctore, seorsum considerato, perspicitur, sed potius in auctorum 
serie qui alius post alium alias tentant vias donee contradictio penitus eli- 
minetur. Terminus denique prout est theologiae profectus in Athanasio ex- 
ponetur, prout autem est haeresis in Arianis. 

5 Qualia Tertullianus, plus minus talia docuerunt alii antenicaeni. Sicut au¬ 
tem Tertullianus et plenius et clarius suam mentem aperuit, abundantius 
eum citavimus; et sicut alii brevius sunt locuti, ita eos citius expediemus. 

6 Quam haeresin in Praxea refutavit Tertullianus, eandem in Noeto impug- 
navit Hippolytus (ob. 235). 

Adsunt notae imagines: 
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The material principle of this dialectical movement is an objective contra¬ 
diction, either explicit or implicit. 

Its formal principle is a rational subject, qua rational, whether enlightened! 
by the natural light of reason alone or whether this natural light is strength¬ 
ened by the superior light of faith. 

The dialectical process is the elimination of contradiction. Reason by its 
very nature has no room for contradiction, and where an implicit contradic¬ 
tion exists, it first makes it explicit and then affirms one part and denies the 
other; and when one’s reason is a bit sluggish or the matter itself is rather 
difficult, the process gradually makes explicit one by one the different ele¬ 
ments of the contradiction, so that finally it eliminates the contradiction en¬ 
tirely. 

The outcome of the dialectic is either heresy or an advance in theology, it 
is heresy when the process was guided by the natural light of reason alone, 
but there is an advance in theology when this natural light was strengthened 
through its illumination by faith. 

Let us now briefly indicate how this dialectic applies to our present ques¬ 
tion. We have seen the material principle in Tertullian: he certainly taught 
that the Father was not the Son and that each was the one true God; but he 
also taught that the Son was temporal, he distinguished between the total 
substance and a portion taken from it, and he spoke of one person com¬ 
manding and the other obeying; the contradictions in all this will be easily 
demonstrated by a few simple syllogisms. Next, the formal principle, as far 
as rationality is concerned, is common to all who reflect, but as far as reason 
illumined by faith is concerned, is present in all the faithful as believers. Fur¬ 
ther, the process is not to be found in one author considered apart from the 
others but rather in a series of authors who, one after another, try various ap¬ 
proaches until the contradiction is totally eliminated. Finally, the outcome 
as an advance in theology will be found in Athanasius, but as a heresy in Ari- 
anism. 

5 Other ante-Nicene authors taught more or less the same things as Tertul¬ 
lian. But as Tertullian expressed his thought more fully and more clearly, we 
have quoted him at greater length. And since the others expounded their 
teaching less extensively, we may deal with them more briefly. 

6 Hippolytus (died 235) accused Noetus of the same heresy that Tertullian 
refuted in writing on Praxeas. 

The usual images are there: 
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... et lumen ex lumine generans, deprompsit ipsi creaturae dominum, sen- 
sum (vouv) suu'm ... Atque ita astitit ei alius. Cum alium dico, non duos deos 
dico; sed tamquam lumen ex lumine et aquam ex fonte aut radium a sole. 
Una enim virtus quae ex toto est; totum vero Pater, ex quo virtus Verbum. 123 


Deum unum esse explicat propter unitatem virtutis: 

Quod si vult scire quomodo unus Deus demonstratur, sciat unam esse virtu- 
tem sive potentiam huius. Et quantum quidem ad virtutem pertinet, unus est 
Deus; quantum vero ad oeconomiam sive dispositionem, trina est osten- 
sio. 124 

Quam oeconomiam sic descripsit: 

Duos quidem deos non dicam, sed unum; personas vero duas; oeconomiam 
tertiam, gratiam dico sancti Spiritus [vel cum Nautin: personas vero duas in 
oeconomia; et tertiam gratiam sancti Spiritus]. Pater quidem unus, personae 
vero duae quia et Filius, tertia autem Spiritus sanctus. Pater mandat, Verbum 
perficit, Filius autem ostenditur per quern Pater creditur. Oeconomia con- 
sensionis redigitur ad unum Deum: unus enim est Deus qui mandat, Pater; 
qui obedit, Filius; qui docet scientiam, Spiritus sanctus. 125 


In Refutaiione omnium haeresium habetur; 

Hie igitur solus et super omnia Deus Verbum primum cogitando egignit, non 
verbum veluti vocem, sed interiorem universi ratiocknationem. Hunc solum 
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... and generating light from light, he brought forth the Lord of Cre¬ 
adon, his own Mind (vow) ... And thus another was by his side. When 
I say ‘another’ I do not mean that there are two gods, but just as there 
is light coming from light and water from a spring or a ray from the 
sun. For there is but one power, which is from the whole; but the 
whole is the Father, from whom there comes the power, the Word. 123 

He explains that God is one because of the oneness of power: 

But if he wants to know how the oneness of God is demonstrated, let 
him know that God has but one power or potency. With respect to 
power, God is one; but with respect to the economy or dispensation, 
there is a threefold manifestation. 124 

He describes this economy as follows: 

I say that there are not two gods, but one; there are two persons, how¬ 
ever, and the economy is third, that is, the grace of the Holy Spirit 
[or, following Nautin: two persons, however, in the economy, and the 
third is the grace of the Holy Spirit]. The Father is one, but there are 
two persons because there is also the Son, and the Holy Spirit is third. 
The Father commands, the Word executes, and the Son is shown to 
be the one through whom we believe in the Father. The economy of 
unanimity goes back to one God; for there is one God: who com- 
• mands is the Father, who obeys is the Son, who imparts knowledge is 
die Holy Spirit. 125 

In his Refutation of All Heresies, Hippolytus writes, 

He, therefore, the sole supreme God, first begot the Word by his 
thought, not a word in the sense of a vocal utterance, but as the inner 

123 Hippolytus, Contra haeresin Noeti, 10,11; MG 10,817; ep 391-92; Nautin, Hip¬ 
polyte, Contre les Heresies, Fragment 252, 6-15 [Greek, 253 , 5 -n]. 

124 Hippolytus, Contra haeresin Noeti, 8; MG 10, 816; Nautin, Hippolyte 248, 23-26 
[Greek, 249,20-23]. Heraclides likewise affirmed that the power of the Father 
and of the Son was the one power. Entretien d’Origene avec Heraclide et les de¬ 
ques, ses collogues, sur le Pere, leFils et I’dme, ed. Jean Scherer (Le Caire: Institut 
frangais d’archeologie orientale, 1949) 124,6. Also sc 67, 58. 

125 Hippolytus, Contra haeresin Noeti, 14; mg 10, 821 a; Nautin, Hippolyte [Greek] 
255 , 30 - 257, 7. 
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ex.entibus genuit; ens enim ipse Pater erat, ex quo id quod genitum est ... 
Huius Verbum solum ex ipso; ideo et Deus, substantia ciim sit Dei. Mundus 
aut.em e nihilo, ideo non Deus ... l28 


7 In opere De Trinitate a Novatiano (ob. ca. 257 ) conscripto describitur vis di- 
vinitatis a Patre emissa in Filium et e Filio in Patrem revoluta: 

Ex quo dum huic qui est Deus omnia substrata traduntur, et cuncta sibi 
subiecta filius accepta refert patri, totam divinitatis auctoritatem rursus patri 
remittit, unus deus ostenditur verus et aeternus pater, a quo solo haec vis di¬ 
vinitatis emissa etiam in filium tradita et directa; rursus substantiae per com- 
munionem ad patrem revolvitur, deus quidem ostenditur filius, cui divinitas 
tradita et porrecta conspicitur; et tamen nihilominus unus Deus pater proba- 
tur, dum gradatim reciproco meatu ilia maiestas atque divinitas ad patrem, 
qui dederat, rursum ab ipso filio missa revertitur et retorquetur. 127 


Non sola tamen imaginatione usus est Novatianus qui etiam posteriorem 
doctrinam de relationibus oppositis quodammodo anticipavit: 

... Deus utique procedens ex Deo, secundam personam efficiens post P.atrem 
, qua Filius, sed non eripiens illud Patri, quod unus est Deus. Si enim natus 
non fuisset, innatus comparatus cum eo qui esset innatus, aequatione in ut- 
roque ostensa, duos faceret innatos et ideo duos faceret deos. Si non genitus 
esset, collatus cum eo qui genitus non esset, et aequales inventi, duos deos 
merito reddidissent non geniti. 128 
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reason of the universe. He was the only one God begot from what was 
existing; for the Father himself was a being, and from him came that 
which was begotten ... His Word alone is from him; therefore, the 
Word is also God, since his substance is that of God. The world, on 
the other hand, was made from nothing, and so is not God ... 

7 In the work De Trinitate by Novatian (died ca. 257 ) there is a description of 
the power of divinity issuing from the Father into the.Son and returning 
from the Son into the Father: 

Hence, as all things are put under the feet of him who is God and he 
delivers to his Father all that has been subjected to him and hands 
back to the Father the fullness of divine authority, it is apparent that 
there is one true God and eternal Father, and from him alone this 
power of divinity comes forth, transmitted and directed to the Son. 

He then returns to the Father, sharing their common substance, and 
is revealed as God the Son, to whom divinity is clearly seen to have 
been transmitted and directed; nevertheless, the Father is proven to 
be the one God, as in stages in. a reciprocal movement that majesty 
and divinity are returned by the Son to the Father who had given 
them to him. 127 

Still, Novatian did not only use his imagination; he also to some extent an¬ 
ticipated the doctrine about opposed relations: 

... God coming forth from God, resulting in a second person, the 
Son, after the Father, yet not thereby depriving the Father of being 
the one God. For had he not been born, he would be, like the Father, 
not born, and both would be seen as equal, and there would be two 
not born and therefore two gods. If he had not been begotten, he 
would be comparable to the one who is unbegotten, and so both 
would be equal, and there would be two gods, since two who are not 
born would rightly have been two gods. 128 

126 Hippolytus, Rejutatio omnium haeresium, x, 33,t and 8; Wendland (CCS 26) 289, 
3-6, and 290, 7 - 9 ; mg 16/3, 3448 b and 3449 b. 

127 Novatian, De Trinitate, 31 ( Novation's Treatise on the Trinity), ed. W. Yorke Faus- 
set (Cambridge: At the University Press, 19 ^ 9 ) * 22 > 4 — 1 - 4 ; ML 3 > 95 2 AB - See 
Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/2, 534 - 35 - 

128 Novatian, De Trinitate, 31; Fausset 115, 1-9; ml 3, 950 ab; ep 608. 
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Attamen ad exactam rei apprchensionetn non pervenit Novatianus, qui 
recte quidem Patrem innatum et ingenitum ct principium pracdicat, Filium V 

autem natum et genitum et ex principio, sed similiter Patrem invisibilem et f 

incomprehensibilem, Filium vero visibilem et comprehensibilem implicite f 

dicit: quod stare non potest, si quidem Deus est invisibilis et incomprehen- i 

sibilis, et Filius est Deus. Ulterius, de tempore ratiocinans, Novatianus qui¬ 
dem vult Patrem semper esse Patrem, et tamen etiam vult eum antecedere . I 

qui originem non habuit. 129 I 

8 Sicut Tertullianus adversus Praxean et Hippolytus contra Noetum scripsit, | 

ita Dionysius ep. Alex, in epistula ad Ammonem et Euphranorem Sabel- | 

lianismum impugnavit. Quam quidem longe mitius iudicavit Athanasius, uti 
postea dicemus, quam vel Basilius vel historici recentiores. 130 Hac enim in 
epistula Dionysius, uti et ipse et Athanasius confessi sunt, dixerat: 

... opus et rem factam esse Filium Dei, non natura proprium sed alienum a i 

Patre secundum substantiam, qualis est agricola a vite et faber a scapha: 

etenim cum sit res facta, non erat antequam fieret. 131 £ 


Quibus sane verbis adeo fortiter reicitur Sabellianismus ut ante Arium 
doctrina Ariana expressa sit. Unde et Dionysius apud Romanum Ponti- 
ficem, alium Dionysium, accusatus est, et ea ratione se defendit quod sua 
doctrina ex omnibus suis scriptis intelligi debuit et alibi alia et contraria di¬ 
xerat, scilicet, notas protulerat imagines in quibus aliqualis consubstantiali- 
tatis ratio perspici poterat. 132 
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Yet Novatian did not arrive at a precise understanding of the matter. He 
correctly affirms that the Father was. not born and not begotten and was the 
principle, that the Son was born and begotten and was from the principle, 
but at the same time he implies that the Father is invisible and incompre¬ 
hensible while the Son is visible and comprehensible. This, of course, is in¬ 
admissible, since God is invisible and incomprehensible, and the Son is 
God. Again, reflecting on the question of time, Novatian holds the Father to 
have always been Father, but also would give to the one who had no origin 
temporal priority over the one who had. 129 

8 As Tertullian wrote against Praxeas and Hippolytus against Noetus, Diony¬ 
sius, bishop of Alexandria, wrote a letter to Ammon and Euphranor attack¬ 
ing Sabellianism. Athanasius’s judgment about him, as we shall see, was 
much milder than that of Basil or later historians. 130 In this letter, Dionysius, 
as both he and Athanasius admitted, had written: 

... the Son of God is a work, something made, not belonging by na¬ 
ture to the Father but different from the Father in substance, as a 
farmer is different from a vine and a carpenter from a bench; for 
since he was something made, he did not exist before he was 
made. 131 

In those words he so vigorously condemned Sabellianism that he antici¬ 
pated Arius in formulating Arianism. As a result, he was accused of heresy 
before the pope, another Dionysius, and he defended himself on the 
grounds that his teaching should be understood in the context of all of his 
writings, and that elsewhere he had said different things and even the op¬ 
posite - specifically, that he had made use of the well-known images in which 
some idea of consubstantiality could be grasped. 132 

129 Novatian, De Trinitate, 31; Fausset 115-23; ml 3, 95 °. 949 - See Orbe, Primera 

teologia, i/ 2 , 537 - „ 

130 Basil of Caesarea, Epistola 9; mg 32, 268; Charles Joseph Hefele [and Henri 
Leclercq], Histoire des candles d’apres les documents ariginaux (Paris'. Letouzey et 
Ane, 1907) 1/1,341-46. [There is a partial English translation from an earlier 
German edition of this multivolume work. For a translation of these pages see 
Charles Joseph Hefele, A History of the Christian Councils from the Original Docu¬ 
ments to the Close of the Counril ofNicea, A.D. 325, trans. William R. Clark (Edin¬ 
burgh: T. & T. Clark, 1871) 233-36.] Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/2,619. 

131 Athanasius, De sententia Dionysii, 4 ; MG 25, 485 a; Opitz, aw 11/1, 48, 19-23. 

132 See Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/2,619. 
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9 Quam ad Dionysium ep. Alex, epistulam scripsit Dionysius, R. P., pariter 
ex Athanasio habemus. Ubi simul impugnantur et Sabelliani et tritheistae. 
Illi omnem realem distinctionem inter divinas personas tollebant. Hi autem 
‘qui monarchiam, quae augustissima est ecclesiae Dei praedicatio, in tres 
quasdam virtutes ac separatas hypostases tresque deitates dividentes ac dis- 
cindentes destruunt’. (db 48) . Contra quam separationem, divisionem, dis- 
sectionem docuit Romanus Pontifex: ‘Necesse est enim divinum Verbum 
Deo universorum esse unitum, et Spiritum sanctum in Deo manere et in- 
habitare; adeoque divinam Trinitatem in unum, quasi in quendam verti- 
cem, hoc est in Deum universorum omnipotentem reduci atque colligi’ (db 
48 ). 

Qua in doctrina tria sunt distinguenda. Primo, enim, et unum esse Deum 
et tres inter se realiter distinctos esse Patrem, Filium, et sanctum Spiritum 
indubie affirmatur. Deinde, quantum ad modum quo haec unitas concipi- 
tur, novum adesse non videtur: opponuntur enim separatio, divisio, dissec- 
tio et, alia ex parte, unitio Verbi ad Deum universorum (Patrem), mansio et 
inhabitatio Spiritus sancti in Deo, reductio et collectio SS. Trinitatis quasi in 
quendam verticem in Deum universorum. Tertio denique, quamvis haec 
divinae unitatis conceptio perfectione posteriori carere videatur, minime 
tamen inde concluduntur opposita Patris et Filii attributa absoluta, uti in 
Tertulliano et etiam aliis. 


10 Si vox latina substantia secundum eiementa redditur, graece habetur hy¬ 
postasis. Ubi autem Ladni unam substantiam dicebant, sat communiter 
Graeci tres hypostases agnoverunt. Quod omnino constat de tempore pos¬ 
teriori, sed inde ab Origene invenitur.' 33 Quod etiam docuit non tantum 
Arms' 34 sed etiam qui Arium condemnavit Alexander ep. Alexandriae. 135 
Unde communem quandam mentem exprimere videtur Georgius Laodi- 
caeae explicans Orientales tres hypostases affirmare, non quasi tres poner- 
ent deos, sed ut personarum salvent distinctionem. 136 

Teste tamen Eusebio ep. Caes., Marcellus ep. Ancyranus docuit unam esse 
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9 Athanasius has also preserved for us Pope Dionysius’s letter to Dionysius of 
Alexandria. In it both Sabellians and Tritheists are condemned. The former 
denied all real distinction between the divine persons. But the latter, he 
wrote, ‘who divide, dismember, and so destroy the divine monarchy, this 
most august teaching of the Church of God, into three powers and separate 
hypostases and into three godheads.’ Against this separation, division, dis¬ 
memberment, the Pope went on, ‘The Word of God must necessarily be 
united with the God of all, and the Holy Spirit must abide and dwell in God; 
it is also necessary that the divine Trinity be recapitulated and led back to 
One, as to a supreme point, that is to the almighty God of all things’ (db 48, 
ds 112, nd 301). 

In this teaching, three distinct points should be noted. First, it affirms be¬ 
yond all doubt that God is one and that the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Spirit are three that are really distinct from one another. Second, as to the 
way of conceiving this unity, there seems to be nothing new: rejection of all 
separation, division, and dismemberment and, on the other hand, the 
union of the Word with the God of all (the Father), the abiding presence 
and indwelling of the Holy Spirit in God, and the recapitulation and reduc¬ 
tion of the Trinity to the God of all things as to its very summit. Third, al¬ 
though this conception of the divine unity appears to lack the perfection it 
acquired subsequently, still one must by no means conclude from it that op¬ 
posed attributes in the Father and the Son are absolute, as we find in Ter- 
tullian and some others. 

10 The Latin word substantia is etymologically the same as the Greek word hy¬ 
postasis. But where the Latin Fathers would speak of one substance in God, 
the Greeks generally acknowledged three hypostases. This is true of the later 
period, but the usage goes as far back as Origen. 133 The doctrine was stated 
in this way not only by Arius 134 but also by Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, 
who condemned Arius. 135 Hence George of Laodicea apparently expresses 
a common understanding as he explains that in affirming three hypostases 
the eastern Fathers do not mean to say that there are three gods, but intend 
only to preserve the distinction of persons. 136 

Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea, relates that Marcellus, bishop of Ancyra, 

133 Origen, In loan., II, 10 (6); Erwin Preuschen (gcs 10) 65,16. 

134 Arius, Prof, fidei; Opitz, aw iii, 13, 7. 

135 Alexander, Ep. ad Alex. ep. Thess., ix; mg 18, 561 b; Opitz, aw iii, 25, 23; here 
Father and the Son are said to be ‘two natures in a hypostasis.’ 

136 George of Laodicea, in Epiphanius, Panarion, 73,16; Holl, in (gcs 37) 288-89. 
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hypostasin tripersonalem et ter nominatam. 137 Quam sententiam tamquam 
aperte Sabellianam iudicavit Eusebius. Sed quidquid sit de Marcello, c. Ser- 
dicense (anno 343) formulam quandam consideravit secundum quam una 
est Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti hypostasis seu ousia, ut Filii hypostasis sit 
eadam ac sola quae Patris est. 138 Hanc tamen formulam negavit prorsus 
Athanasius a concilio fuisse approbatam; 139 et ipse neque unam neque tres 
hypostases affirmare voluit sed, decreto Nicaeno contentus, ab aliis unam 
hypostasin affirmantibus petivit utrum distinctionem personarum ne- 
garent, et ab aliis tres esse hypostases asseverantibus rogavit utrum tres esse 
deos significare vellent. 140 


11 Quantum Latini posteriorem sensum formulae ‘unius substantiae’ in- 
tellexerint, illustratur turn ex eventu c. Ariminensis, 141 turn e i longioribus 
explicationibus quas Hilarius circa homoousion et homoeousion fecit. 142 


Sectio Septima: ‘Imago Ipsius Bonitatis’ 

1 Sicut summopere inculcavit Origenes 143 Dei Patris immaterialita- 
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141 Vide infra, pp. 158-59. Hieronyumus fere docet episcopos Arimini congrega¬ 
tes inculpabiles fuisse quia ignorantes. Dial. c. Luafi, 17 ss.; ml 23, 170 ss. 


143 Novam aggredimur problematicam quae non ex realismo acritico sed ex ten- ) i 

dentiis conceptualisticis vel essentialisticis oritur, quae Deum Patrem prorsus | 

transcendentem agnoscit, quae tamen in Filio concipiendo graviorem patitur : 

difficultatem. Nam ubi Filium agnoscit divinum atque transcendentem, ibi J 

negare videtur Filium esse a Patre distinctum; et ubi Filium docet a Patre dis- | 

tinctum, ibi negare videtur Filium esse transcendentem. Quanta fuerit haec } 

difficultas inde ab Apologetis usque ad Origenem, illustratj. Danielou, | 

Message evangelique et culture keUenistique aux Heel Ille siecles, Toumai, 1961, J 


1 

A 

I 

| 
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taught that there was a single three-person and three-name hypostasis. 137 In 
Eusebius’s judgment, this opinion was clearly Sabellian. Whatever can be 
said about Marcellus, the Council of Sardica (343) considered a formula ac¬ 
cording to which the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit have one 
hypostasis or ousia, so that the hypostasis of the Son was the same as the 
Father’s sole hypostasis. 138 Athanasius flady denied that the council had ap¬ 
proved this formula, 139 and he himself opted to affirm neither one nor 
three hypostases. Instead, being satisfied with the decree of Nicea, he would 
simply ask those who maintained one hypostasis whether they denied the 
distinction of persons, and those who contended that there were three 
hypostases whether they meant that there were three gods. 140 

11 The extent to which the Latin Fathers understood the later meaning of 
the formula ‘of one substance’ can be gathered from the outcome of the 
Council of Rimini 141 as well as from Hilary’s lengthy explanations about 
homoousion and homoiousion , 142 

7 ‘The Image of Goodness ItselP 

1 Origen 143 insisted most strongly on the immateriality of God the Fa- 


137' Eusebius of Caesarea, De ecdesiastica tkeologia. III, 6; Erich Klostermann (gcs 
14) 164, 26-27. 

138 Theodoret, he h, 8; mg 82,1012-16. Mansi, vi, 1215-17. Hahn, § 157, pp. 188 - 
go. The formula is perhaps attributable to Ossius of Cordoba, the presiding 
bishop of this Council. See Hefele-Leclercq, Histoire des candles , 1/2, livre 4, 

P- 748 . 

139 Athanasius, Tomus ad Antiochenos, 5; mg 26, 800 c. The reference is cited 
below, p. 447, note 43. 

140 Athanasius, Tomus ad Antiochenos, 5 and 6; mg 26, 801. 

141 See below, pp. 158-59. Jerome more or less says that the bishops assembled at 
Rimini were inculpable because ignorant. Dialogus contra Ludferianos 17-20. 
ML 23, 170-74.. 

142 Hilary of Poitiers, Liber de synodis, seu de fide Orientalium, 67-77; ml 10, 525-30. 
See Piet Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire de S.'Hilaire de Poitiers (Rome: Grego¬ 
rian University Press, 1944) 235-50. 

143 We now address a new kind of problem, one that arises not from naive realism 
but from conceptualist or essentialist tendencies: the total transcendence of 
God the Father is acknowledged, but the difficulty in conceiving the Son is 
thereby increased. Where it is admitted that the Son is divine and transcen¬ 
dent, there seems to be a denial that the Son is distinct from the Father; on 
the other hand, where one asserts that the Son is distinct from the Father, one 
seems to be denying the Son’s transcendence. Jean Danielou shows how trou¬ 
blesome this problem was from the time of the Apologists to that of Origen; 


m 
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tem, 144 ita etiam Filium docuit a Patre distinctum secundum hyposta- 
sin, 145 ipsam Dei Patris sapientiam substantiaiiter subsistentem, 146 incor- 
poreum prorsus et strictissimo sensu aeternum, 147 non adoptione sed 
natura Filium, 148 Dei invisibilem imaginem. 149 

2 Quodammodo regulam Athanasii (eadem videlicet de Filio quae de Patre 
dici, excepto Patris nomine) anticipavit. Cum enim omnipotentiam ita con- 
ceperit ut magis ad actuale potentiae exercitium quam ad possibile vel fu- 


pp. 297-344. Ad nostrum vero scopum sufficit ut monstremus idem problema 
apud Origenem nondum esse solutum. 


Obiit Origenes 254/55. Cf. Altaner 175-85. G. Bardy, dtc xi (22), 1516- 
28. A. Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/1, 165-78; 343 ~ 5 o; 387-452; 1/2, 674-92. J. 
Danielou, Message evangelique 344-53. H. Musurillo, ‘The Recent Revival of 
Origen Studies,’ Theological Studies 24 (1963) 250-63; ubi plura invenies 
exposita. 
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ther, 144 but he also taught that the Son was distinct from the Father in hy¬ 
postasis, 145 was the substantially subsistent wisdom of God the Father, 146 
utterly incorporeal and in the strictest sense eternal, 147 Son not by adoption 
but by nature, 148 and the invisible image of God. 149 

2 He anticipated, in a way, Athanasius’s rule, that ‘the same things are to 
be said of the Son as are said of the Father, except that the Son is not the 
Father.’ For since he conceived divine omnipotence as referring rather to 


see his Message evangelique et culture hellenistique aux He et IHe siecles (Tournai- 
[Paris]: Desclee, 1961) 297-344 [Gospel Message and Hellenistic Culture, trans. 
and ed., with a postscript,John Austin Baker (London: Darton, Longman and 
Todd, and Philadelphia: Westminster, 1973) 323-75; hereafter reference will 
be to Baker’s translation, with the French page numbers in brackets]. It will 
suffice for our purposes here to show that the solution to this problem is not 
to be found in Origen. [This paragraph did not appear in the 1961 edition.] 
Origen died 253/54, See Altaner, Patrology 223-35 (175-85]. G. Bardy, 
‘Origene,’ dtc xi (22) 1516-28. Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/1,165-78; 343-50; 
387-452; t/2, 674 - 92 . Danielou, Gospel Message 375-86 [344-53]. Herbert 
Musurillo, ‘The Recent Revival of Origen Studies,’ Theological Studies 24 
(1963) 250-63. 

144 Origen, Deprindpiis, 1,1; Koetschau (gcs 22) 16-27; Origen, In loannem, iv, 
21-25; Preuschen (gcs 10) 244-50. [The second Origen reference is not to 
book iv but to chapter 4 of John's Gospel, on which Origen is commenting 
(specifically, John 4.24: ‘God is spirit, and those who worship him must wor¬ 
ship in spirit and truth’). The passages to which Lonergan refers are in book 
xiii of Origen ’s commentary on John.] 

145 ‘Therefore we worship the Father of truth and the Son who is the truth, two 
things [7tpctYpaxa] in respect of hypostasis, but one [thing] by their agree¬ 
ment and harmony and identity of will; so that whoever sees the Son, who is 
“the reflection of the Father’s glory and the exact imprint of his very being” 
[Hebrews 1.3], sees the Father also in him who is the image of God.’ Origen, 
Contra Celsum, vm, 12; Koetschau (gcs 3) 229, 31 - 230, 4; mg 11,1534 c. See 
Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/1, 431-48. 

146 Origen, De prindpiis, 1, 2, 2; Koetschau (gcs 22) 28, 18. 

147 Ibid. Koetschau (gcs 22) 29 and passim. 

148 ‘For this eternal and everlasting generation is like the radiance emanating 
from light. For he does not become Son in an extrinsic manner, through 
the adoption of the Spirit, but is by nature Son.’ Origen, De prindpiis, I, 2, 4; 
Koetschau (gcs 22) 33,1-3. 

149 ‘In some such manner [namely, as an act of will proceeds from the mind] 
must we think of the Father begetting the Son, who is indeed his image; so 
that just as he himself is by nature invisible, so he has begotten an image that 
is also invisible.’ Origen, De prindpiis, 1, 2, 6; Koetschau (gcs 22) 36, 1-3. See 
Orbe, Primera teologia, i/i, 431-48. 
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turibile respiceret, 150 concludere potuit, sicut Pater per Filium omnia 
fecerit, ita etiam Patrem per Filium esse omnipotentem, 151 et ideo unam 
duorum esse omnipotentiam; linde et ulterius conclusit hoc sensu esse in- 
telligenda Domini nostri apud loannem verba, ‘omnia mea tua sunt et om¬ 
nia tua mea, et glorificatus sum in eis,’ ut scilicet omnia, in quae exercetur 
omnipotentia, tam Filii quam Patris Sint. 152 

Quod tamen, si ab ipsa attributorum consideratione praescindis, parum 
addit uni illi trium virtuti iam ab Hippolyto agnitae 153 neque ad universali- 
tatem regulae athanasianae pertingit. 154 

3 Ipsam Filii generationem et negative et positive exposuit Origenes. Nega¬ 
tive quidem inquantum analogiam ex generatione humana vel alia animali 
respuit, 155 et absurdas habuit fabulas eorum qui prolationes quasdam sibi 
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the actual than to the possible or futurible exercise of power, 150 he was able 
to conclude that, as the Father made all things through the Son, so also the 
Father was omnipotent through the Son 151 and therefore both shared the 
one omnipotence. From this he also concluded that the words of our Lord 
in John, ‘all mine are yours and yours are mine, and I have been glorified in 
them,’ were to be understood in the sense that all things, as objects of the ex¬ 
ercise of omnipotence, belong to the Son as well as to the Father. 152 

All this, however, if one prescinds from the consideration of attributes, 
adds very little to the one power common to the three acknowledged by Hip- 
polytus, 153 and falls short of the universality of the Athanasian rule. 154 

3 Origen explained the generation of the Son both negatively and positively. 
He explained it negatively in that he rejected any analogy with human or 
other animal generation, 155 and dismissed as absurd the fanciful imagery of 


150 See the Greek words jeavTOKpatcop, aavtoSuvapot;. See Origen, Deprincipiis, 1,2, 
10; Koetschau (gcs 22) 41, 11 - 42,10. 

151 ‘... for it is through the Son that the Father is omnipotent.’ Origen, Deprin¬ 
cipiis, 1, 2,10; Koetschau (gcs 22) 43, 4. 

152 ‘However, that you may understand that the omnipotence of the Father and 
that of the Son is one and the same, just as God and the Lord are one and the 
same as the Father, hear howjohn speaks in the Apocalypse: ‘These things 
says the Lord God, who is and who was and who is to come, the Almighty” 
(Revelation 1.8). For who else but Christ is he who is to come? And just as no 
one ought to be scandalized that, since the Father is God, the Savior also is 
God, so too no one ought to be scandalized that, since the Father is called 
“almighty,” the Son of God also is called “almighty.” Indeed it is in this way 
that we shall see the truth of what he says to the Father: "All mine are yours, 
and all yours are mine, and I have been glorified in them” (John 17.10]. Now 
if all that belongs to the Father belongs also to Christ and if, as well as all else 
that he is, the Father is “almighty,” then without a doubt the only-begotten 
Son must also be “almighty,” so that everything the Father has, the Son also 
has. “And I have been glorified in them,” he says. For “in the name of Jesus 
every knee shall bow, in heaven and on earth and under the earth, and every 
tongue shall confess that Jesus is Lord in the glory of God the Father.” He is, 
therefore, “the effluence of the glory of God” in this respect, that he is “al¬ 
mighty”- God’s pure, clear wisdom itself, glorified as being the “effluence” of 
omnipotence or glory.’ Origen, Deprincipiis, 1 ,2, 10; Koetschau (GCS 22 ) 43, 

10-27. 

153 See above, p. 109, at note 124. 

154 Athanasius, Oratio 3 contra Arianos 4; below, section 9 , note 274, p. 195. 

155 Origen, Deprincipiis, 1, 2, 5 i Koetschau (gcs 22) 32,11-12. 
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depingunt. 156 Positive autem inquantum explicavit imaginem esse intelli- 
gendam non in ligno depictam vel in lapide exculptam, sed 

... sicut secundum historiam dicimus imaginem Adae esse filium eius Seth. 

Ita enim scriptum est: ‘Et genuit Adam Seth secundum imaginem suam et se¬ 
cundum speciem suam.’ Quae imago etiam naturae ac substantiae patris et 
filii continet unitatem. Si enim ‘omnia quae facit pater, haec et films facit si¬ 
militer,’ in eo quod omnia ita facit filius sicut pater, imago patris deformatur 
in filio, qui utique natus ex eo est velut quaedam voluntas eius ex mente pro- 
cedens. Et ideo ego arbitror quod sufficere debeat voluntas patris ad sub- 
sistendum hoc, quod vult pater. Volens enim non alia via utitur nisi quae 
consilio voluntatis profertur. Ita ergo et filii ab eo subsistentia generatur. 157 


Quae quid sibi velint, partim iam vidimus ubi supra de una duorum om- 
nipotentia dictum est, partim vero declarari nunc oportet. Docuit enim Ori- 
genes Filium ideo Deum manere quia patemam profunditatem perpetuo 
contemplatur, et Filium esse quod est quia paternam voluntatem semper 
amplectitur. 

Sed rursus multarum imaginum archetypa imago est Logos, qui est apud 
Deum in principio existens, quia sit apud Deum semper manens Deus,... et 
haudquaquam Deus mansurus nisi perpetuo permansisset in contempiatione 
paternae profunditatis. 1 - 58 
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those who picture to themselves certain kinds of emissions. 156 He explained 
it positively in asserting that the image was to be understood not as painted 
on wood or carved in stone, but 

... as we say that, according to the story, Adam’s image was Seth, his 
son; for as we read in scripture, ‘And Adam begot Seth in his own im¬ 
age and likeness.’ This image implies the unity of father and son in 
both nature and substance. For if‘all that the Father does the Son 
does likewise,’ then inasmuch as the Son does everything that the 
Father does, the image of the Father is formed in the Son, who in 
fact was born from the Father as a volitional act proceeding from his 
mind. And therefore I consider that an act of the Father’s will should 
be quite sufficient for that which the Father wills to be subsistent. For 
one who wills something to be can only bring it forth by a decision of 
his will. In this way, therefore, the Son’s subsistence also is generated 
by him. 157 

What all this means, we have partly seen above in speaking of the one om¬ 
nipotence belonging to both Father and Son, but now we must explain it 
further. Origen taught that the Son remains God because he perpetually 
contemplates the profound depths of the Father’s being, and that the Son 
is what he is because he always embraces his Father’s will. 

But again, the archetype of many images is the Word, who in the be¬ 
ginning is with God, because he is with God abiding forever as God, 
and would in no way remain God if he did not remain in perpetual 
contemplation of the depths of the Father’s being. 158 

156 ’... let no one fall into the absurd fables of those who picture to themselves 
certain emissions, resolving the divine nature into parts and, as far as in them 
lies, dividing up God the Father. For even to begin to suspect that this could 
apply to an incorporeal nature is not only the utmost impiety but also extreme 
silliness; in no way is it consistent with intelligence to think that a physical divi¬ 
sion of an incorporeal nature is possible.’ Origen ,De principiis, 1, 2, 6; Koet- 
schau (gcs 22) 35,10-15. See ibid, iv, 4,1 (28); Koetschau (gcs 22) 349. In his 
Commentary on John, Origen attacks those who say that the Son is from the 
Father’s substance, on the ground that they thereby attribute bodily charac¬ 
teristics to God. In loannem, xx, 18; Preuschen' (gcs 10) 351,4--14. The pre- 
Nicene Origen, therefore, understood the Nicene formula in a materialistic 
sense. 

157 Origen, De principiis, 1, 2, 6; Koetschau (gcs 22) 34, 21 - 35, 7. 

158 Origen, In loannem, 11, 2; Preuschen (gcs 10) 55, 4-8; mg 14, 109-10 b. 
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... et fortassis hanc ob causam imago est Dei invisibilis: etenim voluntas quae 
in ipso est, imago est primae voluntatis; et quae in eo est divinitas, imago est 
verae divinitatis; imago autem etiam existens bonitaeis Patris, inquit: ‘Cur me 
vocas bonum?’ Ea sane voluntas haec cibus est Filii Dei, atque illi proprius 
ideo cibus est quod voluntas est. 159 


Imago ergo Films est Patris, non solum quia omnia facit similiter, sed 
etiam quia perpetuo paternam profunditatem contemplatur et semper 
voluntatem patris sequitur. 

4 Quibus satis constat quemnam locum tenuerit Origenes in dialectica ilia 
generali qua evolvebatur conceptio Dei trim. 

Inquantum omnem materialitatem a Patre et Filio simpliciter exclusit, 
gravissimum quoddam intulit vulnus omni vel conceptioni vel theoriae 
quae, sensibilibus nimis inhaerens, et emissi Filii generationem et unitatem 
eiusdem cum Patre coniuncti non intelligeret nisi secundum ‘extra’ et 
‘intra,’ ‘separatum’ et ‘unitum,’ aliasve imagines spatiales. 

Praeterea, non solum materiales analogias exclusit sed etiam spiritualem 
introduxit. Ad processionem attendit ipsius conscientiae rationalis intra 
quam ‘voluntas e mente procedit'; et simili quodam modo vult Filium ex 
Patre esse. 

At haec spiritualis analogia aliter apud Origenem et aliter apud theologos 
posteriores concipitur. Hi enim, cum perfectam consubstantialitatis ratio- 
nem perspexerint, nisi unicum Patris et Filii et Spiritus non agnoscunt in- 
tellectum, et nisi unicam trium voluntatem. Origenes autem Patrem docuit 
longe perfectius a se quam a Filio cognosci, 160 et imaginem paternae volun¬ 
tatis esse voluntatem filialem. 161 

Pater ergo et Filius sunt duae hypostases, alia ex alia, ut exemplar et ima¬ 
go, quam mutuam habitudinem uterque suo modo facit intelligendo et vo- 
lendo. ‘Quae imago’ (summam cogita participationemPlatonicam eamque 


160 Deprinc.,iv,4,8 (35); Koetschau 360,4 ss.; mg 11,410. Cf. Inloan., 1, 27; Preus- 
chen 34, 19-31; mg 14, 74; ubi docetur Filium, utpote ipsam veritatem, 
omnem prorsus cognoscere veritatem; sed innuitur altiorem forte esse co- 
gnitionem, Patri propriam, quae rationem veritatis transcenderet. 
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... and this is perhaps why he is the invisible image of God; for the will 
that is in him is the image of the primary will, and the divinity that 
is in him is the image of the true divinity. But being also the image 
of the goodness of the Father, he says, ‘Why do you call me good?’ 
And indeed this will of the Father is the food of the Son of God, the 
food proper to him is this will. 159 

The Son, therefore, is the image of the Father, not only because he does 
everything as the Father does but also because he perpetually contemplates 
the profundity of the Father’s being and constantly follows his Father’s will. 

4 From all this it is pretty clear the place that Origen occupies in the overall 
dialectic through which the conception of the triune God evolved. 

Inasmuch as he absolutely excluded all materiality from the Father and 
the Son, Origen dealt a serious blow to any conception or theory that, in 
clinging too much to sensible realities, understood the generation of the 
Son and his unity with the Father in terms of‘outside’ and ‘inside,’ ‘sepa¬ 
rated’ and ‘united,’ and other spatial images. 

Moreover, he not only ruled out analogies to material things but also in¬ 
troduced an analogy to the spiritual. He noticed the procession of.rational 
consciousness within which ‘the will proceeds from the mind,’ and he de¬ 
cided that the Son is from the Father in a similar way. 

Origen, however, conceived this analogy to the spiritual differently from 
later theologians. With their fully developed notion of consubstantiality, 
they acknowledged only one intellect in the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, 
and only one will. But Origen taught that the Father’s knowledge of himself 
was far more perfect than the Son’s knowledge of him, 160 and that the Son’s 
will was an image of the Father’s. 161 

The Father and the Son, therefore, are two hypostases, one proceeding 
from the other as image from exemplar, and each in his own way contributes 
to this mutual relationship by understanding and willing. ‘This image im- 


159 Origen, Inloannem, xiri,36; Preuschen (gcs 10) 261,24-29; MG 14,461 c; the 
reference is to John 4.34, ‘My food is to do the will of him who sent me.’ 

160 Origen,Deprincipiis, iv,4,8 (35); Koetschau (gcs 22) 360,4-6; mg 11,410. See 

In loannem, r, 27; Preuschen (gcs 10) 34,19-31; mg 14,74, where Origen says 
that the Son, being truth itself, knows all truth, but he suggests that there is 
perhaps a higher form of knowledge, proper to the Father, that transcends 
the notion of truth. " 

161 See the reference in note 159 above. 
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intellectualem et liberam) ‘etiam naturae et substantiae Patris et Filii conti- 
netunitatem.’ 162 


5 Circa hanc participationem quae ad ipsam imaginis rationem quodammo- 
do pertinet, nonnulla afferre convenit. 

Aliud ergo Origeni significavit 6 ©eoq et aliud ©eoi; aliud pariter 6 Xoyoq et 
aliud A.6yo<;. Unde viam mediam inter Sabellianismum etadoptionismum se 
invenisse credidit, quatenus Patrem docuit esse ipsum Deum, Filium vero 
participatione Deum et mediatorem in aiiis deificandis. 


Et hinc l<>3 solvi potest illud, quod perturbat multos profitentes se Dei aman- 
tes esse, ac verentes duos praedicare deos, et propter hoc in falsa et impia 
dogmata incidentes: vel negantes proprietatem Filii esse aliam a Patris pro- 
prietate; confitentes Deum esse cum nomine tantum, qui apud ipsos Filius 
appellatur; vel negantes Filii divinitatem, et ponentes ipsius proprietatem et 
essentiam per circumscriptionem existere aliam a Patre. 104 Dicendum enim 
est illis, quod awo8eo^ quidem, Deus ille [6 0 s 6 i;] est, propter quod et Serva- 
tor in precatione ad Patrem inquit: ‘Ut agnoscant te ilium solum verum 
Deum’; quidquid vero est.praeter hunc, qui auTbfisoq dicitur, partipatione et 
communione [peto/f]] divinitatis illius deificatum, non ille Deus [6 0 eo£] sed 
Deus [ 0 eo<;] .magis proprie dicendum esse, quo nomine omnino primogeni- 
tus omnis creaturae, quippe qui cum primus sit apud ipsum, attrahens divi¬ 
nitatem ad se ipsum, honorabilior est reliquis diis, qui sunt praeter ipsum, 
quorum jlle Deus [6 0 so^] Deus est, iuxta id quod dicitur: ‘Ille Deus deorum 
Dominus locutus est et vocavit terram,' dans esse diis, a Deo hauriens abun- 
danter unde ipsos efficiat deos et unde illis iuxta suam ipsius bonitatem sup¬ 
ped itet. 165 



Qui cogitandi modus, in participatione Platonica fundatus, non ad solam 
divinitatis rationem restringitur sed etiam ad alia ita extenditur ut quan- 
doque Filius et participet quae propria sunt Patri, quandoque vero Filius 
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plies the unity of Father and Son in both nature and substance.’ 162 (One 
may think here of the highest degree of Platonic participation, which is both 
intellectual and free.) 

5 It will be helpful here to say something about this participation, which in 
a way belongs to the very idea of image. 

For Origen, 6 0 e 6 ; and 0 £o<; were not synonymous, nor were 6 Xoyoq and 
Xoyoq. Hence he believed he had found a middle way between Sabellianism 
and adoptionism by stating that the Father was The God, 6 0 s 6 <;, whereas the 
Son was God by participation, Osoq, and the mediator in the deification of 
others. 

Here 163 is the solution to the problem that upsets many who love 
God and are fearful of saying that there are two gods, and on account 
of this they fall into erroneous and impious doctrines, either denying 
that the Son is not the Father by professing that he is God under an¬ 
other name, ‘Son,’ or on the contrary, denying that the Son is divine 
and stating that in his own nature and essence he is by limitation dif¬ 
ferent from the Father. 104 We must say to them that The God, 6 Geoq, 
is indeed avroGeog, God himself, and accordingly the Savior in his 
prayer to the Father says ‘that they may acknowledge you, the one 
true God.’ Whatever is divine, besides the one who is called amoGsoq, 
is deified through participating and sharing [pstoxn] in his divinity, 
and is more properly called, not The God [6 0 s 6 q], but God [ 0 e 6 q]. 
With this name he is the first born of all creation, in that he is the 
first after God, drawing divinity to himself, and of greater dignity 
than all other gods who exist besides him (for their God is The God 
[6 06 Oi;] ( according to the words of scripture, ‘The God of gods has 
spoken and summoned the earth’). To them he gives existence by 
drawing abundantly from God the power to make them gods and to 
supply their needs in accordance with his own goodness. 105 

This way of thinking, based on Platonic participation, is not restricted to 
the notion of divinity but extends to other things as well, so that sometimes 
the Son shares in what is proper to the Father, while at other times the Son 

162 Origen, Deprindpiis, 1, 2, 6; Koetschau (gcs 22) 34, 23 -35, 1. 

163 John 1.1; Origen, Inloannem, II, 2; Preuscben (gcs 10) 54, 12-22. 

164 On these distinctions, Orbe, Primera teologia, i/l, 431-48. 

165 Origen, In Ioannem, 11, 2; Preuschen (gcs 10) 54, 23 - 55, 2; MG 14, 110 ab. 
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principaliter habeat quibus melius quid habet Pater. Ita Filius quidem est 
vera lux; sed quanto Pater veritatis est Deus veritate amplior et maior, et 
quanto Pater sapientiae est melior et praestantior quam sapientia, tanto Pa¬ 
ter superat veram lucem.* 66 Iterum, Christus vita est; sed qui Christo maior 
est, etiam maior quam vita est. 167 Parker, Christus bonus est, sed Pater est 
ipsa bonitas et sine simili bonus. 168 E contra, Verbum est ipsa veritas sub- 
stantialis (q dXqGeia q oum<&8qq) et ipsa iustitia substantial^ (q Sucaioouvq q 
ouCTitbSq^) quae, quamvis /raraliquem non fiant, tamen a Deo Patre hunt. 169 
Imo, modo universali Origenes illud intellexit: Pater maior me est; et sicut 
caeteris rebus exuberanti excellenda antecellunt Filius et Spiritus sanctus, 
ita iidem a Patre tanta vel maiori praestantia superantur. 170 


In quorum intelligentiam notandum esse videtur quantum mens Orige- 
niana a Thomistica differat. Thomistae sane admittunt ‘inter creatorem et 
creaturam non potest tanta similitudo notari quin inter eos maior sit dissi¬ 
militude notanda’ (db 432). At haec divina realitas, quatenus intellectum 
creatum superat atque transcendit, minime dicitur etiam rationem entis, es- 
sentiae, veritatis, intellectualisque qua tabs apprehensionis transcendere. 
Imo, quod rationem entis non habet, nihil est; et obiectum intellectus 
adaequatum est ens. At Origenes theologiae virtualiter negativae indulsit, 
quandoque quidem potius speculando quam affirmando, sed in locis nu- 
perrime allatis potius quaestionem dirimendo. Ita speculari videtur ubi 
docet omnium Deum esse simplicem, invisibilem, incorporalem, uelment- 
em ve/ultra mentem et substantiam (oucia) , 171 Pariter forte speculatur ubi 
quaerit utrum Unigenitus ita substantia substantiarum (oucia ouaiav) et 
idea idearum et principium sit dicendus, ut ultra haec omnia Pater eius et 
Deus ponatur. 172 At absolute affirmatFilium esse ipsam veritatem, ipsamsa- 
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is the principal possessor of things that the Father possesses in a superior 
manner. Thus, the Son is the true light; but to the extent that the Father of 
truth is God who is greater and higher than truth, and to the extent that the 
Father of wisdom is nobler and more excellent than wisdom, to that extent 
the Father surpasses the true light. 166 Again, Christ is life; he who is greater 
than Christ is greater than life. 167 Similarly, Christ is good, but the Father is 
goodness itself and unparalleled in goodness. 168 On the other hand, the 
Word is substantial truth itself (f| d^eetaq ouaubSqq) and substantial justice 
itself (q Sncaioovvq q ouoicbSqi;) which, although they are not produced 
through anyone, they are produced by God the Father.* 69 In fact, Origen un¬ 
derstood in a universal way the text, ‘The Father is greater than I’; and as the 
Son and Holy Spirit far exceed all other realities in excellence, so they are 
surpassed by the Father to the same or even to a greater degree of excel¬ 
lence. 170 

It will help to understand this to note how much Origen’s thought differs 
from that of Thomists. The latter, to be sure, agree that ‘between Creator 
and creature no similarity can be found without there being an even greater 
dissimilarity’ (db 432, ds 804, nd 320). But this divine reality, as much as it 
surpasses and transcends a created intellect, is by no means said to tran¬ 
scend the notion of being, of essence, of truth, and of intellectual apprehen¬ 
sion as such. Whatever lacks being is nothing, and the adequate object of the 
intellect is being. But Origen was partial to what is practically a negative the¬ 
ology, sometimes, it is true, indulging in speculation rather than making 
positive statements, but in the passages just quoted he is settling a question. 
He seems to be speculating when he says that God is simple, invisible, incor¬ 
poreal, either mind or beyond mind and substance (ouala).' 71 Possibly he is 
similarly speculating when he asks whether the Only-begotten should be 
said to be the substance of substances (ouaia ouenwv) and the idea of ideas 
and the principle, so that his Father and God is beyond all these things. 172 

166 Origen, In loannem, n, 23 (18); Preuscben (gcs 10) 80, 12-15; mg 14, 155 a. 

167 Origen, In loannem, xm, 3; Preuschen (gcs 10) 229, 9-10; MG 14, 404 c. 

168 Origen, Deprincipiis, 1,2, 13; Koetschau (gcs 22) 47, 3-9; mg 11, 143-44 c; see 
also the passages adduced by Koetschau, p. 46, 13, in critical apparatus. ’ 

169 Origen, In loannem, vi, 6 (3); Preuschen (gcs 10) 114, 22; 115, 1;mg 14, 210 d; 
211 a; see Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/1, 441. 

170 Origen, In loannem, xm, 25; Preuschen (gcs 10) 249, 14 - 250, 3; mg 14,442 
bc - 443 a; De principiis, iv, 4, 8 (35); Koetschau (gcs 22) 360,4-9; mg 11,410. 

171 Origen, Contra Celsum, vn, 38; Koetschau (gcs 3) 188, 11-23; mg 11, 1474 b. 

172 Origen, Contra Celsum, vi, 64; Koetschau (gcs 3) 135,9-11; mg 11,1395 d. See 
In loannem, xix, 6; 1, 27; Preuschen (gcs 10) 305,16-17; 34 .19-31. 
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pientiam, ipsum Logon, Patrem vero veritate et sapientia et vita et.Logo 
maiorem; et ita quidem ut Filium ideo aeternum probet quia absurdum 
videatur dicere ‘fuit aliquando, quando veritas non erat, quando sapientia 
non erat, quando vita non erat.’* 73 

Quae quiderp ideo dicta sunt ut perspiciatur incommensurabilitatem 
quandam forte existere inter mentem categoriasque Origenis atque men- 
tem categoriasque posteriores, ut praeter veritatem historicam procederet 
qui quae in illis categoriis sunt dicta in has quasi exacte correspondentes 
transponeret. 

Apud nos et etiam secundum veritatem clarissima est disiunctio: aut Deus 
aut creatura. Quod si creatura dicitur Deus, hoc non intelligitur nisi secun¬ 
dum participationem quandam eamque creatam atque finitam. At eadem 
disiunctio apud Origenem minime tenet eundem locum et fundamentalem 
et systematicum. Sicut enim de mente biblica dici solet omnia adeo concrete 
apprehendi ut rerum substantiae non solum actionibus manifestatae sed 
etiam quasi constitutae supponi videantur, ita etiam Origenes, diligentissi- 
mus scripturarum exegeta atque parum metaphysicus, 174 ad dynamicum re¬ 
rum aspectum et praecipue ad libertatem attendit. Quod enim dicimus 
universale essendi principium, eiusmodi ei erat ut Pater sit; a quo omnia, 
et Filius per quern omnia. Eiusmodi ei erant divinitas et divinizatio ut Pa¬ 
ter, quern nemo vidit umquam, quasi in tenebris negativae cuiusdam 
theologiae 175 absconderetur, ut Filius, qui tamen non per adoptionem sed 
per naturam Filius erat, contemplando nihilominus atque volendo divini- 
tatem ad se traheret. Ea iterum lege Filius dicendus videbatur ‘figura sub- 



175 Quae tamen Origenis negativa theologia ambigua est: Pater quidem ultra ? 

sapientiarn et veritatem sistitur; sed sapientia et forte etiam veritas non plena 
genet alitate concipiuntur sed potius ad actualem rerum ordinem referri i 

videntur. Aliter tamen de Philone, de Origene, de Ps.-Dionysio iudicandum | 

est, et aliter de rcccniioribus (e.g-, H. Dumery, Lj-.problhne de Dieu, Desclee, j 

1957* >n indice lib. proh.) qui post elaboratam analogiae technicain Dcum 
ultra ordinem inteUigibilem ponant. 

! 

3 
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But he absolutely affirms that the Son is truth itself, wisdom itself, the Logos 
himself, whereas the Father is greater than-tmth and wisdom and life and 
Logos. Thus he proves that the Son is eternal because it seems absurd to say, 
'There was a time when truth was not, when wisdom was not, when life was 
not.’ 173 

We have mentioned these points to show that there is a certain incom¬ 
mensurability, we might say, between Origen’s mind and categories and 
those that were developed later on. Hence one who would transpose state¬ 
ments made in Origen’s categories into the exactly corresponding catego¬ 
ries of a [ater time would be going beyond historical truth. 

We make a very clear disjunction, well grounded on truth: either God or 
a creature. To say thata creature is God can be understood only with respect 
to a certain created and finite participation. But the above disjunction cer¬ 
tainly does not occupy the same fundamental systematic position in Origen. 
It is often said of the biblical mentality that it apprehends everything in a 
concrete way, so that the substances of things are not only revealed in ac¬ 
tions but also seem in a way to be constituted by them. Similarly Origen, a 
most diligent scriptural exegete but not much of a metaphysician, ■« direct¬ 
ed his attention to the dynamic aspect of reality and especially to freedom. 
What we call the universal principle of beingwould be in Origen's terms the 
Father from whom all things come and the Son through whom all things 
are. For him, divinity and divinization would mean that the Father, whom no 
one ever sees, is hidden, as if shrouded in the darkness of a negative theol¬ 
ogy, 175 while the Son, who was Son not by adoption but by nature, nonethe¬ 
less by contemplating and willing drew divinity to himself. By’the same 


n “> eBcnau 22 ) S 50 , 8-10; see lines l- S . 

174 it cannot be brought out strongly enough that Origen himself was not a 

metaphysician rathe proper sense of the word,’ Hal Koch, Prornia und Paideu- 
“ uber Ongenes und sem Verhaltnis turn PlaHmismus (Berlin-Leiozie- W 

de , : l i ruyter ’ “ 932 ) ' 9 - SeeH. Crouzel, Origene a la philosophic (tuns: Aubier 
19 & 2 ) 179^216, where the author attacks those who have held that Origen w’as 
a systematic thinker. ° 

175 J H t re ' S ’ h , owcver ' 3 certain ambiguity in Origen's negative theology the 
father is placed beyond wisdom and truth; but wisdom (and perhaps truth 
also) is conceived not in its. full universality, but only as related to the actual 
world order. Still, Philo, Origen, and Pseudo-Dtonysius are to be judged d.f- 
fe tently fro m modern authors - for example, H. Dumery, UpmblimfdcDieu 

to r ■ S ‘° n < Bro “? es: eSC, “' ,957; The Problem of God 

mPhtlosophy of Religion, trans. Charles Courtney (Evanston; Northwestern Uni¬ 
versity Pies, 1964)] - who, neglecting the well-developed technique of anal- 
°gy, place God outside the intelligible order. 
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stantiae eius,’ non quod Patri homoousios vel homoeousios esset, sed quia, 
quibus vult revelans Deum, ab aliis intelligi et cognosci facit. 176 


6 Maxime propter posteriorem controversiam Arianam perpauca addi 
oportet quae quaestionem respiciunt utrum Origenes Filium esse crea- 
turam aestimaverit. 

Et in primis si versioni Rufini creditur haec sunt Origenis: 

Non enim dicimus, sicut haeretici putant, partem aliquam substantiae Dei in 
filium versam, aut ex nullis substantibus filium procreatum a patre, id est ex¬ 
tra substantiam suam, ut fuerit aliquando quando non fiierit; sed abscisso 
omni sensu corporeo, ex inivisibili et incorporeo deo verbum et sapientiam 
genitam esse dicimus absque ulla corporali passione, velut si voluntas proce- 
dat e mente. Nec absurdum videbitur, cum dicatur ‘filius caritads’ [cf. Col 
1.13], si hoc modo etiam voluntatis putetur. 177 


Quibus accedunt: ‘Non enim per adoptionem spiritus filius fit extrinse- 
cus, sed natura filius est.’ 178 

Sin autem Hieronymo fidem facimus, aliter concludendum est. 

Dicit Candidus Filium de Patris esse substantia, errans in eo quod 7tpopoXf|V, 
id est, prolationem assent. E regione Origenes iuxta Arium et Eunomium re- 
pugnat, eum vel prolatum esse, vel natum, ne Deus Pater dividatur in partes; 
sed dicit sublimem et excellentissimam creaturam voluntate extidsse Patris 
sicut et ceteras creaturas. 179 
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token, the Son, itseems, was to be called ‘the exact imprint of God’s very be¬ 
ing,’ not because he was of the same substance as the Father ( homoousios) or 
of a similar substance (homoiousios) , but because he made God understood 
and known by others in revealing him to those to whom he chose to reveal 
him.” 6 

6 Mainly in view of the later Arian controversy, we must mention here a few 
points regarding the question whether Origen considered the Son to be a 
creature. 

First of all, if we follow the translation by Rufinus, Origen wrote: 

We do not say, as the heretics think, that a part of the substance of 
God was changed into the Son, or that the Son was created by the Fa¬ 
ther out of no substances, that is, those apart from his own, so that 
there would have been a time when he did not exist. But ruling out 
any sense of the corporeal, we say that the Word and wisdom was 
begotten out of the invisible, incorporeal God without any physical 
change, as an act of the will proceeds from the mind. And since he is 
called ‘the son of his love’ (Colossians 1.13), it will not seem absurd if 
he is deemed to have proceeded in the manner of an act of will. 177 

Origen also wrote, ‘He did not become Son in an extrinsic way by the 
adoption of the Spirit; he is Son by nature.’ 178 

But if we can rely on Jerome, we must come to a different conclusion: 

Candidus, in teaching that the Son is of the Father’s substance, errs 
in his understanding of 7tpo(5oXf|, that is, ‘emission,’ According to 
Arius and Eunomius, Origen rejects the notion that the Son was emit¬ 
ted or born, thus implying that God the Father is divided into parts; 
but he does say that the Son, a sublime and most excellent creature, 
came into existence by the will of the Father, like all other crea¬ 
tures. 179 


176 Origen, Deprindpiis, 1, 2, 8; Koetschau (ccs 22) 38, 5-12. 

177 Origen, Deprindpiis, rv, 4,1 (28); Koetschau (gcs 22) 349,3-10. See Orbe, Pri- 
mera teologia, 1/1, 398. 

178 Origen, Deprindpiis, 1, 2, 4; Koetschau (ccs 22) 33, 2-3. 

179 Jerome, Apologia adversus libros Rufini, n, 19; ml 23, 442-43. See Orbe, Primera 
teologia, 1/2, 737. 
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lam vero certum est Origenem verbo terms nominasse Filium Kxiapa, 
eumque creaturam dixisse; quod tamen et multi alii fecerunt, quia Prov 
8.22 de Filio intellexerunt. l8 ° 

Deinde, ut ex nomine ad sensum procedamus, constat Origenem (l) 
semper docuisse strictam Filii aetemitatem; (2) affirmasse Filium esse xov 
dy6vqxov KCti 7rdOTi<; yevqxriq (pucscot; TtpoxoxoKov; 181 ( 3 ) negasse iis esse atten- 
dendum qui ex lo 1.4 concludunt yevqxov elvai x6v X6yov* 82 (4) negasse 
dpxn v ... elvai ulou npotepov odk ovxog. 183 


Tertio, minime supponendum est notionem consubstantialitatis pedeten- 
tim esse evolutam, notionem autem creationis semper clare et distincte ab 
omnibus esse conceptam. Neque Plato neque Aristoteles neque Stoici 
neque Gnostici creationem proprie dictam docuerunt. Ipsi priores Chris- 
tiani ita factum agnoverunt ut tamen sine discrimine nomina ayewr|T0<; et 
ayevqxog adhibuerint;* 84 et quamvis saeculo tertio per Methodium et Ori- 
ginem in his terminis adhibendis claritas quaedam orta sit, per Arianos sae¬ 
culo quarto primitiva quaedam confusio atque obscuritas renovata est. 3 

Quarto, sicut apud Athanasium clara proponitur consubstantialitatis ra¬ 
tio, ita etiam apud eum clare et dilucide creationis notio exponitur. Non 
enim sine profunditate inter creationem et factionem distinxit; exacte 
differentiam ingeniti et increati determinavit; 187 unde et efficaciter arguere 


186 Athan., Dedecretis nic. syn., 11; aw II, 9, 33 ss.; mg 25. 433 c l argumentum 
procedit ex eo quod Deus est 6 «v, homines autem a Deo esse recipiunt. 
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Now, it is certain that Or%en did use the word Kxiapa, ‘creature,’ of the 
Son; yet many others did the same, because they understood Proverbs 8.22 
as referring to the Son. 180 

Second, to proceed from words to meanings, it is clear that Origen (1) al¬ 
ways taught that the Son was strictly eternal; (2) affirmed that the Son was 
‘not made, and the firstborn of all created nature’ (xov dysvqxov xa'i jracny; 
yevTjxfji; (puoeax; xpoxoxOKOv); 181 (3) said that no attention should be paid to 
those who conclude fromjn 1.4 that ‘the Logos was made’ (yevqxov elvai x6v 
A.oyov) ; l8 ~ and (4) denied that ‘the Son had a beginning before which he did 
not exist’ (dpxnv ... elvai inou Jtpoxepov ouk ovtoO. l83 

Third, it must not be supposed that the notion of consubstantiality devel¬ 
oped gradually whereas the notion of creation was always clearly and dis- 
tincdy understood by everyone. Neither Plato nor Aristotle nor the Stoics 
nor the Gnostics spoke about creation in the proper sense of the word. The 
early Chrisuans themselves acknowledged the fact, yet still used the words 
ayewryroi;, ‘not begotten,’ and dysvrtxoi;, ‘not made,’ interchangeably; 184 
and although in the third century, thanks to Methodius and Origen, some 
clarity was given to these terms, owing to the Arians in the fourth century the 
earlier confusion and lack of clarity returned.* 85 

Fourth, as Athanasius clearly expressed the notion of consubstantiality, 
so also he explained clearly and lucidly the notion of creation. His distin¬ 
guishing between creation and making was quite profound,* 86 and he de¬ 
termined the precise difference between ‘not begotten’ and ‘not made’;* 87 

180 Origen, De principiis, iv, 4, 1 {28); Koetschau (gcs 22) 349,13-15. Origen’s 
exegesis of this passage (Proverbs 8.22) ibid. 1, 2, 2; Koetschau (gcs 22) 30, 
2-8; that of Pope Dionysius, db 50, ds 114. On this whole question, D. Huet, 
MG 17, 768-90. 

181 Origen, Contra Celsum, vi, 17; Koetschau (gcs 3) 88, 21-22. 

182 Origen, In Ioannem, fragm. 2; Preuschen (Gcs 10) 485, 28; following the read¬ 
ing, ‘What was made in him, was life.’ 

183 Origen, De principiis, iv, 4, 1; Koetschau (gcs 22) 349, 19-20. But see ibid. 1 3, 
3; 58 . 1 . 

184 Prestige, God in Patristic Thought 37-52. Danielou, Gospel Message 324, 330-31 

[298,303-304]. 

185 Prestige, God in Patristic Thought 151-52. Prestige refers also to ‘the full exam¬ 
ination of evidence,’ undertaken by himself, in ‘ay6v[v]qxoi; and 78v[v]tit6<;, 
and Kindred Words, in Eusebius and the Early Arians,' TheJournal of Theologi¬ 
cal Studies 24 (1922-23) 486-96; and ‘ArEN[N]HTO£ and Cognate Words in 
Athanasius,’ ibid. 34 (1933) 258-65. 

186 Athanasius, De decretis Nicaenae synodi, 11; Opitz, aw a, 9, 33 - 10, 22; MG 25, 
434 CD - 435 ab; the argument is based on the fact that God is 6 cov, ‘being/ 
whereas we receive being from God. 

187 Athanasius, Desynodis, 46; Opitz, aw ii, 271, 13-26; MG 26, 775 ab. 
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poterat: Si Filius est, creatura non est; et si creatura est, Filius non est. 188 
Quae tamen in ipsis erroribus Arianorum refellendis proposita atque, uti 
videtur, inventa, satis demonstrarit quam intime inter se coniungantur hae 
quaestiones, utrum Filius sit Patri consubstantialis, et utrum Filius Sit crea¬ 
tura. 189 

Quinto, supposita hac disiunctione (Filium nempe aut Patri consubstan- 
tialem aut creaturam esse), subordinationismus Origenis, sicutstrictam con- 
substantialitatem excludit, ita etiam implicat Filium creaturam. Minime 
tamen confundi debet eiusmodi implicatio (quod non est nisi elementum 
obiectivae cuiusdam dialecticae) et alia ex parte conclusio ab aliquo actua- 
liter elicita. Talis conclusio ab Arianis facta est cum Origenem patronum 
suum facere voluerint. Talis etiam conclusio facta est ab iis qui Origenem 
condemnaverunt. Sed non constat ipsum Origenem talem conclusionem 
vel elicuisse vel elicere potuisse. 190 

Sectio Octava: Sententiae Arianae et Affines 

Arianismus, Alexandriae ortus, mox totam orientalem imperii partem per 
quinquaginta fere annos perturbabat, postea in proletariatum externum 
diffusus per victores barbaros in occidentalem transportatus est. Prioris pe¬ 
riod! tria maxime sunt tempora. Primum sub Constantino I imperatore (ob. 
337), ubi pertinaces c. Nicaeni defensores multas et varias ob rationes ab Ari¬ 
anis allegatas a sedibus episcopalibus deponebantur. Alterum sub Constan- 
tio imperatore (ob. 361), quando permulta habebantur conciliabula etfidei 

189 Cf. Athan., De synodis, 48; aw 11, 272, 22 ss.; mg 26, 777 C; ubi arguitur quod si 
Filius est creatura, consubstantialis non est; sin autem vere est Filius, consub¬ 
stantialis est. 

190 Praeter consubstantialitatem stricte dictam, etiam agnosci potest alia in rea- 
lismo acritico fundata, ut scilicet ex substantia Patris emittatur substantia eius- 
dem ordinis divini quae reale'Filii substratum quodammodo constitueret. 

Ita Tertullianus. Ita etiam quodammodo Origenes secundum P. Orbe, si 
mentem eius assequi possum. Cf. Primera leologia 682, 401 ss., 441 ss. Sed, uti 
notatcl. auctor, deesse videntur textus quibus directe haec interpretatio Ori¬ 
genis confirmetur; ita p. 441, nota 49; ita etiam p. 682: ‘Quiza lo haya formu- 
lado asi enalgun sitio.' ‘Es la explication mas plausible Quam tamen 
interpretationem non ideo reici oportet quia tam clare Origenes omnem 
materialitatem a Patre et Filio exclusit, cum idem Origenes categoriis stoicis 
uteretur in quibus implicite continentur non tantum realismus acriticus sed 
etiam materialismus. De quibus tamen categoriis vide etiam Orbe 439 s. 
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hence he was able to argue: Tf he is Son, he is not a creature; and if he is a 
creature, he is not Son.’ 188 In refuting the errors of the Arians, the argu¬ 
ments he proposed, and, it would seem, invented, show clearly how inti¬ 
mately are connected these two questions, whether the Son is consubstantial 
with the Father, and whether the Son is a creature. 189 

Fifth, supposing the disjunction, ‘the Son is either consubstantial with the 
Father or he is a creature,’ Origen’s subordinationism, to the extent that it 
excludes consubstantiality in the strict sense, implies that the Son was a crea¬ 
ture. But such an implication (which is only one element of an objective di¬ 
alectic) should not be confused with a conclusion that anyone actually drew. 
But in fact the Arians did draw such a conclusion when they wanted to take 
Origen as their patron, and so also did those who condemned Origen. It is 
not clear whether Origen himself had or could have arrived at this conclu¬ 
sion. 190 

8 Arians and Semi-Arians 

The Arian heresy began in Alexandria, but soon embroiled the entire east¬ 
ern part of the empire in a controversy that lasted for nearly fifty years. In 
the course of time it spread to the peoples outside the empire, and from 
there it was brought to the West through the barbarian conquests. In its ear¬ 
ly period there were three main phases. The first was in the time of the em¬ 
peror Constantine 1 (ob. 337), when the steadfast defenders of the Council 
of Nicea were deposed from their episcopal sees because of the many diflfer- 

188 Athanasius, De decretis Nicaenae synodi, 13; Opitz, aw ii, 12, 1-2; mg 25,439.A. 

189 See Athanasius, De synodis, 48; Opitz, aw ii, 272, 22 - 273, 10; mg 26, 778 c - 
779 ab, where the argument runs: if the Son is a creature, he is not’consub- 
stantial; and on the other hand, if he is truly Son, he is consubstantial. 

190 Besides consubstantiality in the strict sense, there is another notion of consub¬ 
stantiality, grounded in naive realism, that from the substance of the Father 
there is emitted a substance of the same divine order that would somehow 
constitute the real substrate of the Son. Thus Tertullian. Thus Origen also, in 
a way, according to Orbe (if I understand him aright). See Primera teologia, 1/ 
2, 682; 1/1, 401-406, 441-48. But as the distinguished author remarks, there 
appears to be a lack of texts that would provide direct confirmation of this 
interpretation; thus, p. 441, note 49. See also 1/2, p. 682: 'There are some pas¬ 
sages that perhaps mean this’; ibid.: ‘It is the most plausible explanation.’ 
However, the interpretation is not to be rejected on the grounds that Origen 
so clearly excluded all materiality from the Father and the Son, since the same 
Origen employed Stoic categories that contain implicitly not only naive real¬ 
ism but also a materialism. For a discussion of these categories see also Orbe 
1 / 1 . 439 - 40 . 
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symbola multiplicabantur. Tertium denique in quo fides Nicaena! ab omni¬ 
bus recipi incipiebat et brevi recepta est. 


Arianorum non una omnium fuit sententia. Ipse Arius Filium docuit crea- 
turam esse. Qui Eusebium ep. Caes. sequebantur, non tarn ipsam Arii doc- 
trinam amplexi sunt quam c. Nicaeno adversabantur, turn quia praeter 
verba scripturae locutum est, turn quia opinionem Marcelli ep. Ancyrani 
pro authentica formulae Nicaenae expositione habere voluerunt, turn quia 
venerabilis ambiguitas doctrinae origenianae eis sufficiebat, Filium videlicet 
sine differentia Patri esse simillimum. Quibus postea successit quasi secunda 
Arianorum generatio: Anomoei videlicet Aetius et Eunomius qui philoso- 
phico quasi rigore Filium esse creaturam demonstrare conati sunt; Homoeou- 
siani, uti Basilius ep. Ancyranus, qui homoousion reiciebant sed Filium vere 
Filium et Patri similem quoad substantiam (owia) et quoad omnia doce- 
bant; Homoei denique qui ita secundum scripturas Filium imaginem Dei 
affirmari voluerunt ut vel ipsa nomina, ouoia, opoouatov, opounxnov, pro- 
scriberentur. 


1 Ludanus Antiockenus, scholae exegeticae antiochenae inceptor, subordi- 
nationismo indulsit et diu extra ecclesiam versatus ante tamen mortem, 
quam anno 312 martyr subiit, conversus esse videtur. Cuius discipuli erant et 
Arius et primi eius sequaces; sed quid ipse docuerit, imo utrum unus vel duo 
fuerint Luciani, nisi laboriosa reconstructione historica non determinatur. 
Vide litt. apud Altaner 190. 

2 Arius, presbyter Alexandrinus, scholae exegeticae Alexandrinae 
praeses, 101 Luciani dikipulus, cum doctrinam Alexandri ep. Alex, publice 
impugnaverit, in syn. Alex., anno 318, excommunicatus est. Cum tamen a 
sua doctrina spargenda non desierit et favorem aliorum episcoporum impe- 
trarit, primo in synodo antiochena, 102 anno 325, deinde in synodo oecu- 
menica Nicaena eodem anno habita condemnatus est. Obiit anno 336. 



ent allegations brought against them by the Arians. The second phase was 
during the reign of Constantius (ob. 361), when a great many minor coun¬ 
cils were held and creedal formulas proliferated. In the third phase the 
Nicene faith began to be generally received and before long was received by 
all. 

Within Arianism there were various opinions. Arius himself taught that 
the Son was a creature. As for the followers of Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea, 
it was not so much that they accepted Arius’s doctrine as that they rejected 
the Council ofNiceaon the grounds that its wording was non-scriptural, and 
because they preferred the opinion of Marcellus, bishop of Ancyra, as the 
authentic interpretation of the Nicene formula, and were quite content to 
stay with the venerable ambiguity of Origen’s doctrine, namely, that the 
Son bears the utmost similarity to the Father without any difference. Next 
came the second generation of Arians: Aetius and Eunomius, known as 
Anomoians, who attempted to prove with philosophical rigor that the Son 
was a creature; the Homoiousians, such as Basil, bishop of Ancyra, who reject¬ 
ed the term homoousion but taught that the Son was truly Son and was like the 
Father in-substance (owia) and in all respects; and the Homoians, who in¬ 
sisted that the Son be affirmed to be the image of God as expressed in the 
scriptures and that therefore the terms oucsia, opooiiaiov, and opotouaiov be 
prohibited. 

1 Ludan of Antioch, founder of the Antiochene school of exegetics, was a sub- 
ordinationist. For a long time he remained outside the church, but appar¬ 
ently he was reconciled before his martyrdom in 3 12 - Arius and his first 
followers were taught by Lucian; but what Lucian himself taught - in fact, 
whether there were one or two Lucians - can only be determined through 
a painstaking reconstruction of the history. See Altaner, Patrology 242 [130]. 

2 Arius, a priest of Alexandria, was head of the Alexandrian school of 
exegetics 101 and a disciple of Lucian. In 318, when at the Synod of Alexan¬ 
dria he publicly attacked the teaching of Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, 
he was excommunicated. Since, however, he did not desist from spreading 
his teaching and even won the support of some other bishops, he was con¬ 
demned, first in the Synod of Antioch in 325 102 and then in the Ecumenical 
Council of Nicea held in the same year. He died in 336. 


191 Theodoret, he i, 1; mg 82,885 a. 

192 Text in Opitz, aw iii, 36-4 1 * 
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Quae scripsit supersunt pauca: (l) epistula ad Eusebium ep. Nicomed., 
ca. 3i8; 193 (2) professio fidei per modum epistulae ad Alexandrum, ep. 
Alex., ca. 320; 194 (3) professio fidei ad Constantinum imp., sub fine 327; 195 
(4) Thalia, fragm.; 196 (5) alia quaedam nuper inventa, de quibus vide Altan- 
er 240. 

Epistola Arii ad Alexandrum, a duobus episcopis, sex presbyteris, et sex 
diaconis subsignata, hanc exponit fidem: 

Nostra a maioribus fides, quam et a te didicimus, beate papa, haec est. Ag- 
noscimus unum Deum, solum ingenitum, solum aeternum, solum principio 
carentem, solum verum, solum immortalitate praeditum, solum sapientem, 
solum bonum, solum potentem, omnium iudicem, administratorem, dispen- 
satorem, immutabilem et inalterabilem, iustum et bonum, legis et prophet- 
arum et Novi Testamenti Deum: 

qui filium unigenitum ante tempora aeterna genuit, per quem et saecula 
et universa condidit: genuit autem non sola specie tenus sed revera propria 
voluntate subsistere fecit, eumque immutabilem, inalterabilem: creaturam 
Dei perfectam, sed non ut aliquam ex creaturis; genitum, sed non ut aliquod 
ex genitis: 

neque ut Valentinus docuit Patris prolem esse emissionem: neque ut 
Manichaeus, partem Patri consubstantialem: neque ut Sabellius, unitatem 
dividens, eundem dixit Filium et Patrem: neque ut Hieracas lucemam ex luc- 
erna, aut ut lampadem in duas partes distinctam. Neque vero eiusmodi est ut 
is qui prius erat postea genitus sit aut in Filium conditus: quemadmodum tu 
ipse, beata papa, in media ecclesia et in consessu pluries qui haec affirmarent 
confutasti; 

sed ut dicimus, voluntate Dei ante tempora et ante saecula creatum, qui ut 
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Very few of his writings have survived. These are: (1) a letter to Eusebius, 
bishop of Nicomedia, about 318; 193 (2) a profession of faith in the form of 
a letter to Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, about 320; 194 (3) a profession of 
faith addressed to the emperor Constantine, towards the end of 327; 195 (4) 
Thalia, a treatise of which only a few small fragments remain; 196 (5) some 
other Arian writings recently discovered. See Altaner, Patrology 310-1 1 [240]. 

Arius’s letter to Alexander; undersigned by two bishops, six priests and six 
deacons, contains the following expression of his faith: 

Our faith and the faith of our forebears, which we have also learned 
from you, blessed Father, is as follows. We acknowledge one God, the 
only unbegotten one, who alone is eternal, who alone is without be¬ 
ginning, who alone is true, immortal, wise, good, and mighty, the sole 
judge, governor, and administrator of all things, immutable and un¬ 
changeable, just and good, God of the law and the prophets, and of 
the New Testament. 

God begot his only-begotten Son before all time, and through him 
he created the ages and the universe. He begot him not merely in ap¬ 
pearance, but in very truth by his own will he made him to subsist, im¬ 
mutable and unchangeable, a perfect creation of God, though not 
like any other creature; begotten, but not as others are who are be¬ 
gotten. 

We affirm that this offspring of the Father is not an emission* as 
Valentinus holds, nor is he a consubstantial part of the Father, as 
Manichaeus would have it; neither do we teach that the Son and the 
Father are the same, as Sabellius says, dividing the unity, nor again, 
with Hieracas, that he is like a torch lit from a torch, or like a single 
lamp with a double flame. He was not one who previously existed and 
later was begotten or created as Son, a doctrine which you, blessed 
Father, have refuted on so many occasions, in the church or in the as¬ 
sembly, in condemning those who express such views. 

But we assert that by the will of God before time and before all ages 

493 In Epiphanius, Haereses, 69,6; Theodoret, he i, 4; mc 82,910-11; Opitz, aw m, 
1 - 3 - 

194 In Athanasius, Desynodis, 16; Epiphanius, Haereses, 69, 7-8; Hilary of Poitiers, 
De trinitate, 4, 12-13; 6 , 5 - 6 ; Opitz, AW ill, 12-13. 

195 In Socrates, he i, 26; mg 67,150-51; Sozomen, he 11, 27; mg 67,1010-11,1014; 
Opitz, aw hi, 64. 

196 In Athanasius, Desynodis, 15. 
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viveret et esset a Patre accepit, adeo ut ei Pater suam gloriam in creatione 
contulerit. Neque enim Pater, cum omnium possessionem ipsi tradidit, iis se 
ipsurn privavit quae ingenito mode in se continet: fons enim est omnium; 
quapropter tres sunt substantiae [hypostases]. 


Et Deus quidem cum omnium sit causa, omnino solus absque principio 
est: Filius vero sine tempore a Patre genitus, et ante saecula creatus et funda- 
tus, non erat priusquam gigneretur; sed sine tempore, ante omnia genitus, 
solus a Patre existit; non enim est aeternus, coaetemus, aut una cum Patre in- 
genitus; neque simul cum Patre habet esse, ut quidam dicunt de iis quae ad 
aliud referuntur, duo ingenita principia inducentes: sed Deus, ut est unitas 
[monas] et principium omnium, sic ante omnia est. Quapropter et ante 
Filium est, ut a te in media ecclesia praedicante didicimus. Quatenus igitur 
a Deo habet essentiam, gloriam, vitam, et omnia ei tradita sunt; eatenus 
Deus eius principium est. Dominator enim illi, utpote Deus eius, et ante il¬ 
ium existens. 


Quod si illud ex ipso et ex utero et ex Patre exixh et venio quasi pars ipsius con- 
substantialis, vel quasi emissio, a quibusdam intelligatur, Pater compositus 
erit, et divisibilis et mutabilis, item corpus secundum illos, et quantum in 
ipsis erit, incorporeus Deus quae corpori sunt propria patietur. 197 


Unde colligitur Arium eiusque socios ea lege NT et symbolum apostoli- 
cum perficere voluisse ut, omni exclusa metaphora omnique anthropomor- 
phismo, solus Pater sit ingenitus, principio carens, aeternus, Filius autem 
cum principium habeat, neque ingenitus sit neque aeternus sed summa 
quaedam creatura per voluntatem Patris ex nihilo factus. Quamvis enim il¬ 
lud ex nihilo hoc loco taceatur, an tea ipse Arius ad Eusebium ep. Nicomed., 
Syllucianistam, conscripserat: 




1 


I 



he was created, that he drew life and existence from the Father, so 
that the Father in creating him conferred upon him his own glory. 

But we do not say that when he gave all things into his possession, the 
Father deprived himself of them; for he contains them within himself 
in an unborn state, since he is the source of all. This is why there are 
. three substances (hypostases). 

And since God is indeed the cause of all things, he alone is abso¬ 
lutely without a principle, or source. The Son, being begotten of the 
Father outside of time and created and established before all ages, 
was not before he came to be; but being begotten outside of time and 
before all things, he alone came to be from the Father. He was not 
eternal, nqr coeternal, nor, like the Father, unbegotten; nor does he 
have existence together with the Father, as some say about things that 
are related, thus introducing two unbegotten principles. God, as he is 
a unity {monas) and the source of all things, so he is before all things. 
Therefore he is also before the Son, as we have heard you say in your 
sermons in the church. Insofar, then, as the Son has essence, glory, 
and life from God and all things have been given over to him, God is 
his source. For God, as his God, has lordship over him and existed be¬ 
fore him. 

But if the expressions from him and from the womb and I have come 
forth from the Father and come are understood by certain persons as im¬ 
plying a con substantial part or a kind of emission, then the Father 
will be composite, divisible and mutable, with a body, according to 
them, and if it is left to them, the incorporeal God will be affected by 
whatever bodies normally are. 197 

From this we gather that Arius and his associates wanted to improve upon 
the New Testament and the Apostles’ Creed so that, by eliminating all met¬ 
aphor and all anthropomorphism, only the Father would be unbegotten, 
without a source, and eternal, but that the Son, since he had a source, would 
be neither unbegotten nor eternal but rather a most perfect creature creat¬ 
ed out of nothing through the will of the Father. Although the words ‘out of 
nothing’ do not occur in the above passage, Arius himself had previously 
written to Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia, his fellow Lucianist, as follows: 


1Q7 1 ° Athanasius, Desynodis, 16; mg 26, 767, 710, 711. Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/2, 
727 - 37 . 
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Nos vero quid dicamus, quid sendamus, et docuimus et docemus? Quod Fi¬ 
lms videlicet non sit ingenitus, nee ingeniti pars ullo tnodo, neque ex subiec- 
ta quapiam materia: sed quod voluntate consilioque ante tempora et ante 
saecula substiterit plenus Deus, unigenitus, immutabilis, qui antequam gig- 
neretur, sive crearetur, aut decerneretur, aut fundaretur, non erat. Ingenitus 
enim non erat. Insectantur nos, quia diximus: Principium habet Filius, Deus 
autem principio caret. Hac de causa nos vexant, et quia diximus ex non exstan- 
tibus. Quod idcirco diximus, quia neque Dei pars est, neque ex subiecta ulla 
materia. 1 * 18 


At. Arium etiam quandoque Filium docuisse mutabilem testatus est 
Alexander ep. Alex., cum ad omnes ubique ecclesiae catholicae episcopos 
circa annum 319 conscripserit: 

Verba autem ab illis adinventa ac praeter Scripturarum mentem prolata, 
haec sunt: f 

Non semper Deus Pater fuit; sed fuit quando Deus Pater non erat. Non 
semper erat Dei Verbum, sed ex non exstandbus factum est: Deus enim qui 
est, non existentem ex non existente condidit; quare erat aliquando cum' 
non esset. Res quippe creata resque facta est Filius; neque similis est Patri se¬ 
cundum substantiam [ousian]-. neque verum et naturale Verbum est Patris: 
neque vera eius sapientia; sed una ex-rebus facds conditisque: abusive autem 
Verbum dicitur et Sapienda, cum factus ipse sit per proprium Dei Verbum, et 
per earn quae in Deo est, Sapientiam, in qua cum caetera omnia, turn eum ip- 
sum fecit Deus. Quapropter natura sua mutari atque verd potest, perinde 
atque omnia rationabilia. Extraneum autem, alienum et semotum Verbum 
est a Dei substantia. Inenarrabilis edam est Pater Filio: nam neque perfecte, 
neque accurate Patrem novit Verbum, neque perfecte ilium videre potesL 
Etenim ne suam quidem substantiam novit Filius, sicut ilia est. Propter nos 
quippe factus est, ut nos illo quasi instrumento crearet Deus: neque exstitis- 
set, nisi nos Deus condere voluisset. Sciscitante quodam, num perinde mu¬ 
tari posset Dei Verbum atque diabolus mutatus est, non veriti suntilli 
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What do we say and hold, and what have we been teaching and still 
teach? Namely, that the Son is not unbegotten, nor in anyway a part 
of the one who is unbegotten, nor is he formed out of any pre-exist¬ 
ing material; but that by the will and decision [of the Father] before 
time and before all ages he subsisted as fully God, the only-begotten 
Son and unchangeable, and that before he was begotten or created 
or decreed or founded he did not exist. For he was not unbegotten. 
They inveigh against us because we have said, ‘The Son has a begin¬ 
ning, but God has no beginning.’ Because of this they harass us, and 
also because we have used the expression, ‘out of nothing.’ We have 
used these words because he is neither a part of God nor from any 
pre-existing material. 19 ® 

But Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, writing around 319 to all the bish¬ 
ops of the catholic church, gave evidence that Arius at times did teach that 
the Son was changeable: 

Here are the propositions concocted by them that are at variance 
with scripture: 

God did not always exist as Father: there was a time when God was 
not Father. The Word of God did not always exist, but was made out 
of nothing; for God who exists created out of nothing one who was 
non-existent, and therefore there was a time when he was not. The 
Son was a created thing, something made; he is neither, like the Fa¬ 
ther in substance ( ousia ), nor is he the true and natural Word of the 
Father, nor his true wisdom. He is one thing among those that have 
been made or created, and it is improper to call him Word and Wis¬ 
dom, since he himself was made through God’s word in the proper 
sense, and through the Wisdom thatis.in God and in which God 
made him and all other things.-By his nature, therefore, he is subject 
to alteration and change, like all other rational creatures. But the 
Word is outside of God’s substance, and different and remote from 
it. Also, the Father is incomprehensible to the Son; for the Word 
knows the Father neither perfectly nor accurately, nor can he see him 
perfectly. Indeed, the Son does not even know his own substance as 


198 In Theodoret, he i, 4; mg 82, 911 bc. 
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respondere, Sane potest: nam, utpote factus et creatus, mutabilis est 
naturae. 1 ®® 


3 Eusebius ep. Nicomed., in re aulica peritus, Arii amicus eique consentiens, 
Luciani condiscipulus, obiit 341-2. Edit, et studia apud Altaner 240. 

Cuius inter alia superest epistula ad Paulinum ep. Tyr. ca. 320-21 con- 
scripta, in qua affirmavit: 

Quoniam neque duo esse infinita [ingenita] audivimus, domine, neque 
unum in duo divisum, vel corporeum quidquam passum didicimus aut credi- 
mus. Sed unum ingenitum est, et unum ex eo vere, at non ex substantia eius, 
genitum, naturae ingenitae penitus expers, neque ex illius substantia exis- 
tens: sed diversum prorsus natura et potestate factum, ad perfectam affection 
nis potestatisque factoris simiiitudinem conditum: cuius initium non modo 
verbis non exprimi, sed ne cogitatione quidem vel hominum, vel eorum om¬ 
nium qui supra homines sunt, comprehendi posse credidimus. Atque ista 
nos, non cogitata nostra efferentes, sed a Scriptura sancta edocti affirmamus, 
creatum esse (Filium) etfundatum et natum substantia, etimmutabili et inef- 
fabili natura, factorisque sui similitudine didicimus, sicut Dominus ipse ait: 
‘Deus creavit me initium viarum suarum, et ante saeculum fundavit me, et 
ante omnes colles genuit me’ (Prov 8.22). Quod si ex ipso, hoc est, de ipso es- 
set, tamquam scilicet pars eius vel ex substantiae defluxu, non iam amplius 
conditum vel fundatum dici liceret ... 20 ° 


Unde idem Eusebius et cum eo alii quattuor episcopi, Theognis Nicaeae, 
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it really is. He was made for our sake, so that God might create us 
through his instrumentality; and he would not have existed had not 
God willed to create us. When someone asked whether the Word 
of God could change as the devil has changed, they had no qualms 
about answering, ‘Of course he could, for since he was made and 
created, he is by nature subject to change.’ 1 " 

3 Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia, who had considerable influence at the court 
of the emperor, was a friend and supporter of Arius, a fellow student of his 
at Lucian’s school. He died in 341 or 342. For the editions and studies of his 
writings, see Altaner, Patrology 311 [240] ■ 

Among his extant writings is a letter to Paulinus, bishop of Tyre, written 
around 320 or 321, in which he states: 

Since there has been no mention of two infinite (aYEwqm, unbegot¬ 
ten) beings, my Lord, we have neither heard, nor do we believe, that 
this one being is divided in two or has been affected in any corporeal 
manner. But there is one who is unbegotten and also One who is truly 
from him but not out of his substance, who is begotten and quite 
without an unbegotten nature, and not existing from the substance 
of the former. He was made totally different in nature and in power, 
created with a perfect likeness in the qualities and power of his mak¬ 
er. We hold that his beginning is not only beyond words to express, 
but even beyond human beings or those beings above them to com¬ 
prehend. And we, not promoting our own ideas but following the 
teaching of sacred scripture, affirm that (the Son) was created and 
born with a substance and an immutable and ineffable nature, and in 
the likeness of his maker, as the Lord himself has said: ‘God created 
me at the beginning of his ways and established me before all ages, 
and before the hills I was begotten’ (Proverbs 8.22). But if he had his 
being out of the Father, that is, from him, as a part of him or as an 
outflow from his substance, he could no longer be rightly said to have 
been created or established. 200 

Since such was their opinion, Eusebius, and with him four other bishops, 

199 Alexander of Alexandria, Epistolae deAriana haeresi deque Arii depositione, ni; mg 
18, 574 ABC; Opitz, aw hi, 7-8. 

200 In Theodoret, he i, 5; mg 82, 914; Opitz, aw iii, 16. 
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Maris Chalcedonis, Theonas Marmaricae, Secundus Ptolemaidis, formulam 
synodi Nicaenae propter vocem homoousion subsignare noluerunt. Quorum 
ratio a Socrate sic narratur: 

... quoniam consubstantiaie, illud esse aiebant quod ex alio est, vel parti- 
tione, vel fluxu, vel eruptione: eruptione quidern, ut ex radicibus germina; 
fluxu, ut ex parentibus liberi; partitione vero, ut ex auri massa duae vel tres 
phialae: nullo porro ex his mo’do esse Filium Dei: idcirco in earn fidem se 
consentire non posse asseverabant ... 201 


4 Eusebius ep. Caesariensis, ob. 339, vir maxime excultus atque eruditus, His- 
toriae ecclesiasticae et Praeparationis evangelicae auctor, mentis origenianae 
heres et novitatem abhorrens omnem, imperatoris laudator atque amicus, 
turn doctrinam Arii ex non exstantibus, turn etiam c. Nicaeni consubstantiali- 
tatem quasi Sabelliana esset, respuebat. In controversia Ariana primo locum 
sat humilem tenebat, deinde autem turn ipse turn ipsius in sede Caesariensi 
successor Acacius episcopis orientalibus nimisque conservatoribus fuerunt 
duces. Edd. et studia, Altaner 206-12. 

Ante c. Nicaenum in Demonstratione evangelica scripserat: 

... Filium genitum, qui non in temporibus ullis defuit, ut aliquando postea 
fieret, sed ante tempora aeterna fuit et praecessit et Patri tamquam Filius 
semper adfuit, et non ingenitus, sed genitus ex ingenito Patre, unigenitus, 
Verbum et Deus ex Deo; illumque non per divisionem aut sectionem aut 
separationem ex Patris substantia productum, sed supra omnem sermonem 
et cogitationem, ex aevo, magisque ante omnia aeva, ex Patris ineffabili et 
incomprehensibili voluntate et potentia nascentem nos docet. 202 


Circa annum 318 ad Euphrationem quendam explicavit Patrem a Filio 
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Theognis of Nicea, Maris of Chalcedon, Theonas of Marmarica, and Secun¬ 
dus of Ptolemais, refused to subscribe to the Nicene formula because of the 
word homoousion. The reason they gave is reported by Socrates: 

... for they said that ‘consubstantial’ means that which is from anoth¬ 
er, either by partition or outflow or eruption: by eruption, as shoots 
sprouting from a root; by outflow, as children coming forth from 
their parents; by partition, as two or three cups are made from a gold 
nugget. But the Son of God did not come to be in any of these ways, 
they said, and therefore they could not agree with this statement of 
the faith. 201 

4 Eusebius , bishop of Caesarea, who died in 339, was a man of great culture and 
learning, and Origen’s intellectual heir. He wrote the Historia ecclesiastica 
and Praeparatio evangelica, and was a great friend and admirer of the emper¬ 
or. He abhorred all things new, and while he rejected Arius’s phrase, 'out of 
nothing,’ he also rejected Nicea’s ‘consubstantiality,’ considering it to be Sa- 
bellian. During the Arian controversy, he kept at first a fairly low profile, but 
subsequently both he and Acacius, his successor in Caesarea, became lead¬ 
ers of the ultraconservative bishops in the East. For the editions and studies 
of his works, see A 3 tan er, Patrology 263-71 [206-12]. 

Prior to the Council of Nicea, in his work Demonstratio evangelica he had 
written: 

... that the Son was begotten and at no time was he ever nonexistent, 
so that he came to be some time later, but he was in existence before 
the eternal ages and preexistent and was always with the Father; yet 
he was not unbegotten, but was begotten of the unbegotten Father, 
the only-begotten one, the Word, and God from God. He was not 
produced from the Father’s substance by division or excision or se¬ 
paration, but beyond all speech and thought, and from the age, or 
rather, before all ages, he was bom through the ineffable and incom¬ 
prehensible will and power of the Father. 202 

Around the year 318, Eusebius, writing to a certain Euphration, explained 

201 Socrates, he i, 8; mg 67, 70. See Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/2, 660-63. 

202 Eusebius of Caesarea, Demonstratio evangelica, iv, 3; mg 22,257; ep 668. [Loner- 
gan is quoting the Latin translation from this source.] 
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distinctum et Filio maiorem secundum lo 14.28; Patrem esse solum verum 
Deum (Io 17.3), Filium autem Deum (Io 1.1) et solius veri Dei imaginem 
(Col 1.15); unum ess^ Deum, et unum esse mediatorem Dei et hominis 
hominem lesum Christum (1 Tim 2 5 ); quare non simul existere Patrem et 
Filium sed Patrem Filio praeexistere; si enim simul existerent, quemadmo- 
dum fieri posset ut Pater Pater sit et Filius Filius, ut ille primus et hie secun- 
dus, ut ille ingenitus et hie unigenitus; uterque enim aut ingenitus esset aut 
genitus. 203 


In synodo antiochena, anno 325, graviter de haeresi suspectus et ut re- 
sipiscat monitus, 204 c. Nicaeno interfuit et formulam fidei subsignavit quam 
longiori epistula ad fideles suos Caesarienses explicandam esse duxit. Circa 
illud ex substantia Patris notat Filium esse ex Patre non autem partem eius 
substantiae; circa illud natuvi non factum notat factum esse nomen commune 
caeterarum creaturarum quae per Filium fiunt; rem aliter omnino in Filio se 
habere cuius generationis modus inenarrabilis; circa consubstantiale denique 
explicavit Filium ex Patre esse neque secundum modum corporum, neque 
.secundum divisionem substantiae, neque secundum sectionem, neque 
secundum quamcumque passionem vel mutationem vel alterationem pa- 
ternae substantiae vel potentiae; sed Filium Genitori eique soli secundum 
omnem modum assimilari, neque ex ulla alia hypostasi vel substantia oriri; 
ipsam denique vocem, consubstantiale, olim ab insignibus quibusdam epis- 
copis et scriptoribus adhibitam fuisse. 205 

Mentem suam origenianam facillime assequeris ex opere sub finem vitae, 
337/8, composito De ecclesiastica theologia: 
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that the Father was distinct from the Son and, according to John 14.28, was 
greater than the Son; that the Father was the only true God (John 17.3), but 
that the Son was God (John 1.1) and the image of the one true God (Colos- 
sians 1.15); that there was one God, and one mediator between God and 
man, the man Jesus Christ (l Timothy 2.5), and that therefore the Father 
and the Son did not exist at the same time, but the Father existed before th,e 
Son. For, he went on, if they existed at the same time, how would it be pos--' 
sible for the Father to be Father and the Son to be Son, so that the Father was 
first and the Son second, and the Father unbegotten and the Son only- 
begotten? If they both existed at the same time, both would be either unbe¬ 
gotten or begotten. 203 

At the Synod of Antioch in 325, Eusebius, now under suspicion for heresy, 
was warned to reconsider his opinion. 204 He attended the Council of Nicea 
the same year and signed the creedal formula. He felt it necessary to write 
at length to the faithful in Caesarea to explain this formula. On the phrase 
‘from the substance of the Father,’ he notes that the Son is from the Father 
but not part of his substance. On the words ‘born, not made,’ he notes that 
‘made’ is the common name for all the other creatures that come to be 
through the Son, but that it is quite different in the case of the Son himself 
whose manner of generation is inexpressible. Finally, he explained ‘consub- 
stantial’ by saying that the Son is from the Father neither in any bodily man¬ 
ner, nor by division of his substance, nor by excision, leaving the Father’s 
substance or power unchanged and unaltered, unaffected in any way, but 
that the Son is similar to the Father and to him alone in every way and does 
not originate from any other hypostasis or substance. He concludes by 
noting that the word ‘consubstantiaT had been used in the past by several 
eminent bishops and writers. 205 

How much Eusebius was influenced by Origen’s thought can easily be 
seen in his work titled De ecclesiastica theologia , written in 337-38 near the end 
of his life: 


203 Fragments of this letter are preserved in the acts of the Second Council of 
Nicea, Labbe 7, 365. 497 J Mansi 13, 317; Opitz, aw iii, 4-6. [‘Labbe’ refers to 
Philippe Labbe, Sacrosancta concilia, a work published in Paris in 1671-72 and 
subsequently incorporated into the Mansi collection. Lonergan probably 
took the reference from Opitz, aw iii, 4, where it is cited.] 

204 Opitz, aw in, 40, 5-15. 

205 Opitz, aw in, 45; Socrates, he i, 8; mg 67, 74; Athanasius, De decretis Nicaenae 
synodi, 33. [In mg, the letter is not printed as no. 33 at the end of De decretis 
Nicaenae synodi (mg 25), but in mg 20, 1535-44.] 
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Necessario unum aliquid divinum, ineffabile, bonum, simplex, incomposi- 
tum, uniforme, quod est ultra universa, agnoscendum est, quod est ipse-Deus 
(auz 60 eo<;), ipsa mens, ipsum Verbum, ipsa sapientia, ipsum lumen, ipsa vita, 
ipsum pulchrum, ipsum bonum et quidquid his melius aliquis excogitaret, 
magisque supra omnem mentem et ultra omnem disquisitionem et cogita- 
tionem; eiusque unigenitus Filius, ut imago Patris ex eo natus et omnino et 
in omnibus simillimus genitori, et qui est Deus et mens et Verbum et sapien¬ 
tia et vita et lumen est ipsiusque pulchri et boni imago, non ipse Pater, sed 
Patris unigenitus Filius, nec ipse ingenitus et imprincipiatus, sed ex illo natus- 
et principium sibi adscribens genitorem. 206 


5 Asterius, sophista et rhetor, Luciani discipulus, homilias, comment, in 
psalmos, et Syntagmation c onscripsit. 207 Impugnatus a Marcello ep. Ancyra- 
no, defensorem habuit turn Eusebium Caes. (Contra Marcellum, De ecclesias- 
tica theologia) turn eiusdem successorem Acacium. Obiit post 341. Altaner 
240 s. LTK 1, 958. 

Acacius, ep: Caesar., ob.366, S. Cyrillum consecravit episcopum Hierosol. 
Bibliothecam Caesariensem auxit. Dux fuit Homoeis in synodo apud Seleu- 
ciam in Isauria, 359. Apud Epiphanium exstant fragmenta opens contra 
Marcellum, ubi ad obiectionem imaginem Dei non esse Deum et imaginem 
Domini non esse Dominum respondit Acacius (1) se intelligere non ima¬ 
ginem materialem sed viventem et perfectam et (2) imaginem ipsius-essen- 
tiae (autoousia) etiam esse ipsam-essentiam, et imaginem ipsius-voluntatis 
pariter esse ipsam-voluntatem. 208 

6 Marcellus, ep. Ancyranus, obiit ca. 374, c. Nicaeno interfuit, S. Athanasii 
amicus, Asterii Syntagmation impugnavit; quasi Sabellianus ab Arianis de- 
positus est ca. 336, sed Romae a R. P. Iulio receptus cui professionem fidei 
deditanno 341. Discipulum habuit Photinum; in c. Constant. I, can. 1, dam- 


The Robert Moilot Collection 


153 Part 1: Prolegomena 


We must necessarily acknowledge that there is some one being that is 
divine, ineffable, good, simple, not composite, uniform, and beyond 
the universe; this is the very God himself (autotheos), mind itself. 

Word itself, wisdom itself, light itself, life itself, beauty itself, goodness 
itself, and whatever else anyone can imagine that is more excellent 
than these, more superior to all intelligence and beyond all reason¬ 
ing and thought; and his only-begotten Son, as the image of the Fa¬ 
ther, born of him and most similar to his begetter in every way, who 
also is God and mind and Word and wisdom and life and light and 
the image of beauty itself and goodness itself, not himself the Father 
but the Father’s only-begotten Son, not unbegotten nor without a 
source, but born of the Father and recognizing his begetter as his 
source. 206 

5 Asterius, a sophist and rhetorician and a disciple of Lucian, composed 
homilies, commentaries on the psalms, and the Syntagmation . 20 ' 1 When at¬ 
tacked by Marcellus, bishop of Ancyra, he was defended by both Eusebius of 
Caesarea in his Contra Marcellum and De ecclesiastica theologia, and by Euse¬ 
bius's successor Acacius. He died after 341. See Altaner, Patrology 311-12 
[240-41] and ltk 1, 958. 

Acacius, bishop of Caesarea, who died in 366, consecrated St Cyril as bish¬ 
op of Jerusalem. He enlarged the library at Caesarea. He was the leader of 
the Homoians in the synod held at Seleucia in Isauria in 359. Epiphanius has 
preserved fragments of his work against Marcellus in which, to the objection 
that an image of God is not God and an image of the Lord is not the Lord, 
Acacius replies (1) that he understands that this image is not material, but 
living and perfect, and (2) that an image of essence itself ( autoousia ) is also 
essence itself, and an image of will itself is likewise will itself. 

6 Marcellus, bishop of Ancyra, who died in 374, attended the Council of Ni- 
cea, and was a friend of St Athanasius. He attacked Asterius’s Syntagmation. 
Around the year 336 he was deposed by the Arians claiming him to be a Sa- 
bellian. But he was received in Rome by Pope Julius, to whom he made a pro- 

206 Eusebius of Caesarea, De ecclesiastica theologia, 11, 14; mg 24, 928-29; ep 674; 
Erich Klostermann (gcs 14) 115,15-26. 

207 See Ephiphanius, Haereses , 72, 6~io; Holl, hi {gcs 37) 260-64; mg 42,389-96. 

208 Ibid.; Holl, 111 (gcs 37) 260,19 - 261, 6; 261,14-23; 264, 10-18. On editions 
and studies,.Altaner, Patrology 271 [212]; ltk i, 234. 
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nantur Marcelliani et Photiniani (db 85). Fragments collegit Klostermann 
et in appendice ad opera Eusebii, Contra Marcellum, De eccl. theol, edidit. 


Professio fidei Iulio R. P. facta, post Arianorum enumeratos errores, 
Filium neque factum neque creatum docet, simpliciter aeternum, sine prin- 
cipio vel forte initio (apxn) essendi; indivisibilem et inseparabilem esse Pa- 
tris et Filii divinitatem et potentiam, si quidem Pater in Filio et Filius in Patre 
est; et explicite ponit Filii regnum esse sine Fine. 209 

Fragmenta autem exhibent Marcellum turn in re exegetica turn in specu- 
lativa systematicum. Quae in NT leguntur, alia in Unigenitum, alia in Primo- 
genitum referuntur; ilia Verbum divinum dicunt, haec Verbum incarnatum; 
de incarnato intelliguntur Filius Dei et Imago Dei invisibilis et quaecumque 
alia ab Arianis sensu subordinationistico intellecta; Verbum divinum nisi 
Verbum non est, et si quid in scripturis de Filio aeterno dici videtur, hoc de 
eo explicatur inquantum a Deo ad talia praedestinatus est (uti Rom. 1.4). 
Neque deesse videntur Sabelliana: ita enim ab aeterno in Deo est Verbum ut 
tamen, mundo mox futuro, ex Deo exivit tamquam virtus quaedam factiva; 
unde indivisibilis monasin trinitatem extenditur; in consummatione autem 
mundi iterum in Deum rediturum est Verbum in eum statum quem ante 
mundi constitutionem habuit. 210 


Photinus , ex Ancyra in Galatia ortus, Sirmii episcopus, Marcelli discipulus, 
sic apud Epiphanium describitur: ultra Paulum Samosatenum progressus, 
Christum a principio extitisse negavit, imo non ante fuisse quam ex Spiritu 
sancto concepit Maria; unde et audacter conclusit Spiritum sanctum Chris¬ 
to esse maiorem; admisit quidem Verbum aeternum in Patre, quod tamen 
secundum analogiam verbi humani intellexit, et Filium esse negavit. 211 
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fession of faith in 341 . Photinus was a disciple of his, and in the First Council 
of Constantinople, canon I, the Marcellians and the Photinians were con¬ 
demned (db 85, DS 151, ND 13). Klostermann has collected these fragments 
and published them in an appendix to the works of Eusebius, Contra Manet- 
lum and De ecclesiastica theologia. 

In his profession of faith to Pope Julius he enumerates the errors of the 
Arians and states that the Son is neither made nor created, is simply eternal. 
Without a source (or perhaps, beginning, dptfi) of his being; that the divinity 
and power of the Father and the Son is indivisible and inseparable, since the 
Father is in the Son and the Son is in the Father. And he explicitly states that 
the,.reign of the Son is without end. 209 

The fragments, however, reveal Marcellus to be a systematic thinker both 
in exegetics and in speculative theology. Statements in the New Testament 
sometimes speak of the Only-begotten, sometimes of the Firstborn; the 
former Be refers to the divine Word, the latter to the Word as incarnate.’The 
expressions 'Son of God’ and ‘image of the invisible God,' and whatever else 
was understood by the Arians in a subordinationist sense, he takes as refer¬ 
ring to the incarnate Word, For him, the divine Word is simply the Word, 
nothing more, and if anything in scripture seems to be said of the Son as 
eternal, his explanation is that this refers to the Son as predestined by God 
to such things (as in Romans 1.4). However, there are in Marcellus some 
suggestions of Sabellianism: the Word was in God from eternity, but as the 
world was about to come into being, he went forth from God as the creative 
power. Hence the indivisible monad becomes a trinity, and at the end of the 
world the Word is destined to return to God and to the status he had before 
the creation of the world. 210 

Photinus, born in Ancyra in Galatia, was bishop of Sirmium and a disci ple 
of Marcellus. As Epiphanius describes him, he went further than Paul of Sa- 
mosata, and denied that Christ existed from the beginning; in fact, he held 
that he did not exist until Mary conceived him through the Holy Spirit, 
whence he boldly concluded that the Holy Spirit was greater than Christ. He 
admitted that there is an eternal Word in the Father, but understood it to be 
analogous to a human word, and denied that it was the Son. 211 

209 mg 42783-88 <GCS 14> 216 ’ ^ I0 ' 25 ' 31 ' ° r ‘ n E P i P hanius ’ 72 , 2, 3; 

210 Dio Fragments Marcello, Klostermann (gcs 14) 3-14, 19, 32, 33 41 46 42 47 

f/i ?2 ' 82 ’ 83 ’ 91 ‘ 97 ’ 10S ’ 104 ' 1 * 7 ’ 121 ’ S" 0rb =. JWli teobgk. 

211 Epiphanius, Bootses, 71,1, 2; mg 42, 373-78; Holl, ni^ocs 37) 249-51. 
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7 Qui symbolo Nicaeno contenti non erant, variis locis, temporibus, occa- 
sionibus inter annos 340-360 alia et multa composuerunt symbola. 212 

(1) Antochena synodus altera, anno 341 habita, in Encaeniis dicta, cui quattuor 
ascribuntur formulae. Formulam alteram ad Lucianum Andochenum reducendam 
esse probabiliter iudicat Bardy (p. 122); quartam autem notat non ex ipsa synodo 
sed paulo post a quattuor episcopis exaratam (ibid.), 213 

( 2 ) Synodi apud Philippopolin, anno 343, quo secesserunt Orientales qui cum 
orthodoxis Sardicae congregatis deliberare noluerunt . 214 

(3) Formula prolixior, anno 345 , fidem Constanti imperatori exponit. 3 

(4) Sirmii, prima synodus, anno 351. 216 

(5) Sirmii, altera synodus, anno 357; formula ab Hilario dicitur blasphemia 
Sirmii. 217 

(6) Sirmii, tertia synodus, anno 358; renovantur antiqua symbola, nempe, contra 
Paulum Samosatenum, contra Photinum, etunum quoddam ex synodo Antiochena 
secunda. 218 
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7 At various times and places during the period from 340 to 360, those who 
were dissatisfied with the Nicene Creed composed many different creeds. 212 

(1) The second Synod of Antioch, 341, known as the Dedication Council, 
to which four formulas are attributed. Bardy is of the opinion that the sec¬ 
ond formula is probably traceable to Lucian of Antioch, and he notes that 
the fourth formula did not come out of the council itself but was drawn up 
a short time later by four bishops. 213 

(2) Synods held at Philippopolis in 343, to which Eastern bishops with¬ 
drew, refusing to take part in discussions with the orthodox who were meet¬ 
ing at Sardica. 214 

(3) The ‘Long-lined Creed,’ 345, was an explanation of the faith ad¬ 
dressed to the emperor Constans. 215 

(4) At Sirmium, the first synod, held in 351. 2l6 

(5) At Sirmium, the second synod, 357; Hilary of Poitiers called its formu¬ 
la‘the blasphemy of Sirmium.’ 217 

(6) At Sirmium, the third synod, 358; earlier creeds were reaffirmed, 
namely, those against Paul of Samosata and against Photinus, and also a 
creed from the second Synod of Antioch. 218 

212 See Athanasius, Desynodis , mg 26,681-794; Hilary of Poitiers, Desynodis, ml 10, 
471-546; the ancient church historians Socrates and Sozomen, mg 67; The¬ 
odore t, mg 82; Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole, Hefele-Leclercq, Histoire des can¬ 
dles, 1/2,633-987. [In English, trans. from an earlier German edition of 
Histoire des condles, A History of the Coundls of the Church from the Original Docu¬ 
ments: vol. 2, A.D. 326 to A.D. 429, trans. and ed. Henry Nutcombe Oxenham 
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1876). The relevant section is in vol. 2, 1—293.] 
Gustave Bardy, Jean-Remy Palanque, and Pierre Labriolle, De lapaix constanti- 
nienne a la mort de Theodose, vol. 3 of Histoire de I'Eglise depuis les origines jusqu ‘a 
nos jours publiee sous la direction de Augustin Fliche & Victor Martin (Paris: Bloud 
& Gay, 1947). Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire de S. Hilaire de Poitiers. 

213 Bardy et al., De la paix conslantinienne i22. The creedal formulae are to be 
found in Hahn, §§153-56, pp. 183-88, and in Athanasius, Desynodis, §§ 22 - 25 - 
See Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire 22-24. 

214 The creedal formula is to be found in Hahn, §58, pp. 190-91, and in Hilary of 
Poitiers* Desynodis, §34; ml 10, 507. See Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire 25-26. 

215 See Hahn, § 159, pp. 192-96; Athanasius, Desynodis, §26; mg 26, 727-35; Smul¬ 
ders, La doctrine trinitaire 29-30. 

216 See ds 139-40; Hahn, § 160, pp. 196-99; Athanasius, Desynodis, §27; MG 26, 
735 - 39 ; Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire 32-36. 

217 See Hahn, § 161, pp. 199-201; Hilary of Poitiers, Desynodis, § 11; ml 10,487-89; 
Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire 44. 

218 See Sozomen iv, 15; MG 67,1150-51, 1154; Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire 52. 
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(7) Concilium universale bipartitum quod pluribus constat. 

(a) Sirmii, quarta formula, 22 . 5 - 359 . quae quasi imperialis praeparatio conciln ab 
Occidentalibus et Orientalibus pari ter erat subsignanda. 219 

(b) Arimini, 12.7.359, plus 400 epp. occidentales congregati sunt, quorum 80 
Ariani quartam Sirmii approbaverunt; caeteri earn respuerunt; fidem Nicaenam 
affirmaverunt; quattuor epp. aulicos excommunicaverunt nempe Valentem, Ursa- 
cium, Germinium, Gaium; et deputationem decern episcoporum ad imperatorem 
miserunt . 280 

(c) Nicaeae in Thracia, 10.10.359, deputati excommunicationem supra dictam re- 
vocare et formulam dubiam subscribere coacti sunt . 221 

(d) Arimini, reducibus deputatis, orthodoxi confusi et decepti esse imperatori 
submiserunt . 222 Hieronymum: ‘Ingemuit totus orbis, et Arianum se esse miratus 
est.’ 22 S 

(e) Seleuciae in Isauria, 27 - 30 - 9 - 359 . epp. orientales congregati sunt; homoeou- 
siani formulam in Encaeniis alteram renovaverunt; Acaciani formulam suam caeter- 
is imponere vole bant. 224 

(f) Constantinopolin deputati ex utraque parte ad imperatorem missi vel formu¬ 
lam dubiam, formulae occidentalibus impositae (supra, c) simillimam, subsignare 
debuerunt vel in exilium abire . 225 

8 Quid his formulis doceatur. 

(1) Circa Arium eiusve doctrinam 
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(7) The bipartite general council, consisting of several sessions. 

(a) At Sirmium, the fourth formula, dated 22 May 359, was drawn up at 
the jjiehest of the emperor as a preparation for the council, to be signed by 
both Western and Eastern bishops. 219 

(b) At Rimini, 12 July 359, more than 400 Western bishops gathered, of 
whom 80 Arian bishops approved the fourth formula of Sirmium. All the 
others rejected it, and affirmed the creed of Nicea. They excommunicated 
four bishops of the imperial court, Valens, Ursacius, Germinius, and Gaius, 
and sent a deputation of ten bishops to the emperor. 220 

(c) At Nicea, or Nike, in Thrace, 10 October 359, the delegates from Rimi¬ 
ni were forced to revoke the aforementioned excommunication and to sub¬ 
scribe to a questionable formula. 221 

(d) At Rimini, when the delegates returned, the orthodox, confused and 
deceived, submitted to the emperor’s demands. 222 It is to this that Jerome 
refers when he says, ‘The whole world groaned, astonished to find itself 
Arian.’ 223 

(e) At Seleucia in Isauria, 27-30 September 359, the Eastern bishops met. 
The Homoiousians reaffirmed the second formula of the Dedication Coun¬ 
cil; the Acacians wished to impose their formula on all the others. 224 

(f) The delegates on both sides who had been sent to the emperor at 
Constantinople were forced either to sign an ambiguous formula, very sim¬ 
ilar to the one forced upon the Western bishops (above, c) or to go into 
exile. 225 

8 The following is a summary of the doctrines contained in these creedal 
formulas. 

(1) Concerning Arms and his doctrine 

219 See Hahn, §163, pp. 204-205; Athanasius, Desynodis, §8; mg 26, 691, 694; 
Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire 57. 

220 See Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire, 58-59. 

221 This formula can be found in Hahn, § 164, pp. 205-206; Theodoret, he ii, 16; 
mg 82,1049; see Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire 59. 

222 See Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire 60; Hahn, §166, p. 208; Jerome, Dialogus 
contra Luficeranos, 17; ml 23,179. 

223 Jerome, Dialogus contra Luficeranos, 19; ML 23, 181. 

224 The Acacian formula is to be found in Hahn, § 165, pp. 206-208; Athanasius, 
De synodis, §29; MG 26, 743 , 746, See Smulders, La doctrine trinitaiare 61-62. 

225 This formula is to be found in Hahn, §167, pp. 208-209; Athanasius, De syno¬ 
dis, §30; mg 26, 746-47; see Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire 65-68. 
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Prima in Encaeniis antiochena explicat auctores quippe episcopos non Arium 
presbyterum sequi sed eum potius admittere. 

Altera eos damnat qui praeter scripturas tempus vel saeculum vel momentum ag- 
noscunt ante generationem Filii; eosque similiter qui Filium habent vel creaturam 
quasi unam de creaturis, vel genitum quasi unum de genitis, vel factum quasi unum 
de facds. 

Quarts quae dicitur antiochena, formula etiam Philippopolitana, et prtma Sirmn 
in can. 1 pariter docent: 'Eos autern qui credunt: de non exstantibus esse Filium 
Dei, vel ex alia substantia et non ex Deo, et quod erat aliquando tempus vel saecu- 
lum quando non erat, alienos novit sancta et catholics! ecclesia. 

Formula prolixior eosdam ita damnat in §li ut in §m explicationem addat. 

Prima Sirmii, can. 13, eos anathematizat qui propter passionem Domini in divin- 
itate eius quamlibet ponant mutationem. 

(2) Circa Marcellum vel Photinum 

Tertia antiochena (I) docet Filium esse Deum perfectum ex Deo perfecto, apud 
Patrem in hypostasi (sua) existentem, et ( 2 ) explicite anathematizat Marcellum, Sa- 
bellium, Paulum Samosatenum, et cum iis communicantes. 

Quarta antiochena quae dicitur affirmat regnum Filii in saecula saeculorum du- 
raturum. 886 

Philippopolitana eos damnat qui negant Eum ante saecula fuisse vel Christum vel 
Filium. 

Formula prolixior: §n uti in Philippopolitana; §v doctrina Marcelli impugnatur; 
§ vi nominatim impugnantur Marcellus et Photinus. 

Prima Sirmii, can. 3 et ss., contra Marcellum et Photinum implicite procedit. 

(3) Excluduntur ditheismus, tritheismus. 

Philippopolitana eos anathematizat qui tres dicunt esse deos. 
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The first formula of the Dedication Council at Antioch explains that its 
authors as bishops are not followers of Arius the priest but are simply read¬ 
mitting him into communion. 

The second condemns those who without any scriptural warranty postu¬ 
late a time or age or moment prior to the generation of the Son. It likewise 
condemns those who consider the Son to be either as one creature among 
many, or as begotten in the way that all others are begotten, or as made like 
all other things that are made. 

The fourth Antiochene formula and also the formula of Philippopolis 
and the first formula of Sirmium, canon i, teach the same doctrine: ‘Those 
who believe that the Son of God came to be out of nothing or out of another 
substance and not out of God, and that there was a time or period when he 
was not, the holy catholic church does not recognize as belonging to her.’ 

The Long-lined Creed issues the same condemnation in §11 and in §111 
adds an explanation. 

The first formula of Sirmium, canon 13, anathematizes those who sup¬ 
pose some change in the Lord’s divinity because of his passion. 

(2) Concerning Marcellus or Photinus 

The third Antiochene formula (1) teaches that the Son is perfect God 
from perfect God, existing with the Father in his own hypostasis, and (2) ex¬ 
plicitly anathematizes Marcellus, Sabellius, Paul of Samosata, along with 
those who were in communion with them. 

The fourth Antiochene formula affirms that the kingdom of the Son will 
last for ever and ever. 226 

The formula of Philippopolis condemns those who deny that he existed 
before all ages as either Christ or Son. 

The Long-lined Creed, in §n> repeats the formula of Philippopolis; in §v, 
it attacks the teaching of Marcellus, and in §vi it attacks Marcellus and 
Photinus by name. 

The first formula of Sirmium, in canon 3 and following, implicitly pro¬ 
ceeds against Marcellus and Photinus. 

(3) Ditheism and tritheism are excluded. 

The formula of Philippopolis anathematizes those who hold that there 
are three gods. 

226 See the dissertation by Carolus Alexander Maly, De verbis symbdi nicaeno-con- 
stantinopolitani ‘cuius regni non eritfinis’ (Munchen: Druck der Salesianischen 
Offizin, 1939). 
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Formula prolixior docet solum Patrem ingenitum, imprincipiatum; negat Filium 
cum Patre esse ingenitum, imprincipiatum; asserit Filium principium habere 
Patrem, caput enim Christi esse Deum (§m). 287 

Agnoscit deinde tres res (pragmata) tresque personas (prosQpa) sed negat tres 
deos; Filium docet, etsi Deo Patri subordinatum, ante omnia saecula ex Deo geni- 
tum, Deum secundum naturam perfectum esse et verum (§iv). Praedicat denique 
Filium et subsistentem et a Patre non separatum concorditer sub Patre regnare se¬ 
cundum traditionalem doctrinam (§ix). 

Prima Sirmii, can. 2,18,26, negat Patrem et Filium esse duos deos, vel duo esse in- 
genita vel imprincipiata; cum enim caput Christi sit Deus, omnia ad unum imprin¬ 
cipiatum reducuntur. 

Secunda Sirmii, quamvis Filium dicat natum ex Patre, Deum ex Deo, lumen ex 
lumine, fortiter (amen insistit et unum esse Deum et Patrem Filio maiorem esse 
honore, dignitate, claritate, maiestate, et nomine. 

(4) Filius docetur esse (a) Filius, (b) Unigenitus, (c) Deus, (d) per quern omnia 
in quattuor formulis antiochenis, in formula philippopolitana, in formula prolixio- 
ri, in prima et quarta Sirmii, in formulis apud Seleuciam in Isauria, Nicaeam in 
Thracia, et Constantinopolin annis 359-360 factis. Secunda quae dicitur blasphemia 
Sirmii docuit (a) Filium, (b) natum, genitum, (c) unum omnium esse Deum, Filium 
manifeste Patre minorem, et tamen Deum ex Deo, Dominum et Deum nostrum. 


(5) Filius docetur ante omnia saecula ex Patre genitus in quarta antiochena, phi¬ 
lippopolitana, prolixiori, in prima et quarta Sirmii, et apud Seleuciam, Nicaeam, 
Constantinopolin. Idem verbis aequivalentibus habetur in prima antiochena; in al¬ 
tera et tertia antiochena et in altera Sirmii dicitur ante saecula omissa voce omnia. 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


163 Part l: Prolegomena 


The Long-lined Creed teaches that the Father alone is unbegotten and 
without any principle or source. It denies that the Son together with the Fa¬ 
ther is unbegotten and without any source; it asserts (§m) that the Son has 
as his source the Father, for the head of Christ is God. 227 

Next, it acknowledges three things ( pragmata ) and three persons (proso- 
pa ), but denies that there are three gods. It teaches that the Son, albeit sub¬ 
ordinate to the Father, was begotten of God before all ages, and is true and 
perfect God in nature (§iv). It declares that the Son, who is both subsistent 
and not separate from the Father, reigns under the Father in perfect har¬ 
mony, according to the traditional teaching (§ix). 

The first formula of Sirmium, canons 2,18, and 26, denies that the Father 
and the Son are two gods or two who are unbegotten or without a source; for 
since the head of Christ is God, all things are reduced to one without source. 

The second formula of Sirmium, although it says that the Son is born 
from the Father, God from God, light from light, nonetheless strongly in¬ 
sists that God is one, and that the Father is greater than the Son in honor, 
dignity, glory, majesty, and name. 

(4) The Son is (a) Son, (b) the Only-begotten, (c) God, (d) the one 
through whom all things were made. This is the teaching of the four Antio¬ 
chene formulas, the formula of Philippopolis, the Long-lined Creed, the 
first and fourth formulas of Sirmium, the formulas from the synods held at 
Seleucia in Isauria, at Nike in Thrace, and at Constantinople in 359 and 360. 
The second formula of Sirmium (the so-called ‘blasphemy of Sirmium') 
taught that the Son was bom and begotten, that there was one God of all 
things, and that the Son was manifestly less than the Father and yet was God 
from God, our Lord and our God. 

( 5 ) The Son is born from the Father before all ages. This is the teaching 
of the fourth Antiochene formula, the formula of Philippopolis, the Long- 
lined Creed, the first and fourth formulas of Sirmium, and of the synods at 
Seleucia, Nike, and Constantinople. The same teaching is expressed in 
equivalent terms in the first Antiochene formula; in the second and third 
Antiochene formula and in the second formula of Sirmium, the word 'all' is 
omitted. 


227 See Eusebius of Caesarea, De icclesiastica Ihmlogia, II, 7; Klostermann (CCS 14) 
104, 18-25. 
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(6) Circa usum vocum (a) ousia, (b) homoousion, (c) homoeousion, (d) hypostasis, 
(e) substantia, (f) anomoeon 

Secunda Sirmii excludit a, b, c, e'. 

Quarta Sirmii excludit ousian, affirmat Filium Patri similem quoad omnia. 

Acaciani apud Seleuciam in Isauria excludunt homoousion et homoeousion; 
anathematizant anomoeon; docent Filium Patri similem secundum apostolum 
{imaginem Dei: 2 Cor 4.4; Col 1.15). 

Apud Nicaeam in Thracia excluditur ousia; docetur Filius Patri similis sicut di- 
cunt et docent scripturae. 

Apud Constantinopolin excluduntur turn ousia turn substantia; et Filius docetur 
Patri similis sicut dicunt scripturae et docent. 

(7) Filii generationem nemo intelligit, novit, nisi solus qui eum genuit Pater. 

Ita quarta Sirmii, formulae factae apud Nicaeam in Thracia et apud Constanti¬ 
nopolin. Secunda Sirmii docet solos Patrem et Filium hanc generationem cog¬ 
nosces. 

(8) Filius est ex voluntate Patris. 

Ita philippopolitana eos anathematizat qui dicunt quod neque consilio neque 
voluntate Pater Filium genueriL Formula prolixior (§viii) eos damnat qui Filium 
neque volitione neque electione genitum esse doceant; non enim involuntarius ge¬ 
nuit autokrator; neque praetermittenda sunt verba Prov 8.22; neque tamen confun- 
denda sunt Filii generatio et caeterorum creatio. Prima Sirmii, can. 25, eos 
anathematizat qui dicunt Filium a Patre non volente genitum esse; non enim coac- 
tus est Pater neque physica necessitate latus ut contra voluntatem generaret, sed 
quam primum voluerit, intemporaliter et impassibiliter Filium ex se genuit. 


(9) Filius est hypostasis distincta a Patre. 

Altera antiochena docuit tria in hypostasi sed in concordia unum; tertia antio- 
chena asseruit Filium in hypostasi apud Patrem existentem; formula prolixior 
respuit merum verbum, non in se existens, in alio esse habens, sive insitum sive pro- 
latum (§v); prima Sirmii, can. 8, verbum vel insitum vel prolatum anathematizavit 
et in multis canonibus inculcavit et Dei unicitatem et personarum distinctionem. 
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(6) Use of the terms (a) ousia, (b) homoousion, (c) homoiousion, (d) hyposta¬ 
sis, (e) substantia, (f) anomoion 

The second formula of Sirmium excludes a, b, c, and e. 

The fourth formula of Sirmium excludes ousia, and asserts that the Son is 
like the Father in all respects. 

At Seleucia, the Acacians exclude homoousion and homoiousion; they con¬ 
sider anomoion anathema; they teach that the Son is like the Father in the 
Pauline sense (the image of God, in 2 Corinthians 4.4 and Colossians 1.15). 

At Nike, ousiais excluded; the Son is said to be like the Father as expressed 
and taught in the scriptures. 

At Constantinople, both ousia and substantia are excluded; the Son is said 
to be like the Father as expressed and taught in the scriptures. 

( 7 ) No one knows or understands the nature of the Son’s begetting ex¬ 
cept the Father who begot him. 

This is the teaching of the fourth formula of Sirmium, and the formulas 
drawn up at Nike and Constantinople. The second formula of Sirmium 
teaches that this begetting is known to the Father and the Son alone. 

(8) The Son is from the Father’s will. 

Philippopolis anathematizes those who say that the Father begot the Son 
neither by deliberation nor by his will. The Long-lined Creed (§vm) con¬ 
demns those who teach that the Son was begotten neither by an act of the Fa¬ 
ther’s will nor by his free choice; for (they argue) the autokrator did not 
beget him involuntarily, and the words of Proverbs 8.22 must not be ig¬ 
nored; nevertheless, the begetting of the Son must not be considered the 
same as the creation of all other things. The first formula of Sirmium, canon 
25, anathematizes those who say that the Son was begotten by an unwilling 
Father; for the Father was not compelled or under any physical constraint to 
beget contrary to his will, but as soon as he willed to do so, he begot the Son 
from himself outside of time and without himself being affected in anyway. 

(9) The Son is a hypostasis distinct from the Father. 

The second formula of Antioch taught that there are three in hypostasis 
but one in concord. The third formula of Antioch asserted that the Son ex- 
ists in his hypostasis in tlie presence of the Father. The Long-lined Creed re¬ 
jected the mere statements ‘not existing in himself and ‘having his being in 
another, whether within or emitted’ (§v). The first formula of Sirmium, 
canon 8, condemned the notion of the word as either within the Father or 
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(10) Quemadmodum distinctio personarum cum unicitate Dei cohaereat, parum 
dicitur; praetermittitur enim homoousion; altera antiochena et formula prolixior 
(§§ix) nominant concordiam; formula prolixior docet physicam quandam in- 
separabilitatem, Patrem regere etFilium subordinari (§ix), prima Sirmii subordina- 
tionem docet can. i8, 26, cf. can. 3, 27. 


9 Anomoei, radicalis quaedam Arianorum species, Filium Patri dissimilem as- 
serebant. Inter quos eminent Aetius et Eunomius qui dialecticam aristo- 
telico-stoicam introduxerunt et, cum divinam essentiam in ratione ingeniti 
posuerint, Filium, utpote genitum, non posse Deum esse concluserunt. 


Aetius, ca. 300-366, antiochenus, diaconus ca. 350, episcopus ca. 362 ab 
Arianis factus, Syntagmation composuit, cuius capitula complura primo 
retulit 228 et .deinde refutavit Epiphanius. 229 

Eunomius , e Cappadocia ortus, Aetii discipulus, diaconus Antiochiae et 
deinde Cyzici episcopus ab Arianis factus, saepius in exilium pulsus, Daco- 
rae in Cappadocia inter 392 et 395 obiit. Conceptualismum ita urgebat ut 
doceret (1) qui rationem ingeniti perspexerit eum non minus Deum cog- 
noscere quam Deus ipse se cognoscit, et (2) nomina aut merum yocis flatum 
esse aut ipsam rei essentiam dicere. Longe ergo ultra Arium processit qui 
Patrem vel Filio ignotum docuerit; perperam etiam principale metaphysicae 
principium, quod in adaequatione veri et ends consistit, ad disiunctionem 
conceptualisticam reduxit ut nomina vel nihil dicerent vel ipsas rerum es- 
sentias. Cf. LTK 3, 1182. 


10 Homoeousiani Filium Patri similem secundum substantiam, secundum 
omnia, defendebant turn contra Anomoeos turn contra Homoeos. 

Exstant duo praecipue documenta: (1) declaratio synodi Ancyranae, 
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emitted from him. and in many canons laid heavy emphasis on the oneness 
of God and the distinction of persons. 

(10) Little is^said about how the distinction of persons is consistent with 
the oneness of pod, for they ignored the term homotmion. The second for¬ 
mula of Antioch and the Long-lined Creed (§ix) use the term ‘concord,’ 
and the latter sgfaks of a certain physical inseparability, teaching that the 
Father rules and the Son is subordinate to him <§tx); the first formula of Sir- 
mtum also teaches his subordination, in canons 18 and 26; see also canons 
3 and 27. 

9 Ammoians were a radical branch of Arians who asserted that the Son was 
unlike [an-hommos] the Father. Prominent among them were Aetius and Eu¬ 
nomius, who introduced an Aristotelian-Stoic dialectic and, positing the no¬ 
tion of unbegotten as the essence of divinity, concluded that the Son having 
been begotten, could not be God. 

Aetius, who lived from about 3 oo to 366, was a citizen of Antioch; he was or¬ 
dained deacon about 350 and bishop about 362 by the Arians. He composed 
the Syntagmation, several chapters of which were first reproduced 228 and lat¬ 
er refuted 229 by Epiphanius. 

Eunomius, a native of Cappadocia and a disciple of Aetius, was created dea¬ 
con at Anuoch and subsequently bishop of Cyzicus. Frequently exiled, he 
died at Dacora in Cappadocia some time between 392 and 395. He was so in¬ 
sistent upon conceptualism that he taught (1) that whoever grasped the no- 
uon of‘unbegotten' would know God as thoroughly as God knows himself, 
and (2) that names were edher mere vocal sounds or else the very essences 
of things. Thus he went further than Arius, teaching that even the Son did 
not know the Father. The fundamental metaphysical principle affirming the 
correspondence between the true and the real he erroneously reduced to 
the conceptualise disjunction that names either meant nothing at all or sig- 
nihed the very essences of things. See ltk iii, 1182. 


10 Homoiousiansdefended the proposition, against both the Anomoians and 
Homoians, that the Son was like the Father in respect to substance and in all 
respects. 

Two major documents are extant (l) the declaration of the synod of An- 


S SKfS fT? 7< V *• (GCS 37 > 35i-6o; mo 4 a, 533 - 46 . 

229 Ibid. 76,13-54; Holl, III (ocs 37) 360-414: mg 42, 545-640. See ltk i, 165. 
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anno 358 habita, prob. a Basilio ep. Ancyrano composita; 230 (2) declaratio 
Basilii ep. Ancyrani et Georgii ep. Laodicaeae post quartam Sirmn formu- 

lam, 22 . 5 . 359 . 231 . . . _ . . 

Declaratio synodi fidem profitetur in Patrem, Filium, et Spiritum sanc¬ 
tum secundum baptismi formulam; non idem dicere affirmat Patris et Filii 
nomina quod Creatoris et creaturae; quamvis corporalia ad Deum non sint 
extendenda, tamen Filium vere Filium, Patri quoad substantiam similem, 
audacter docet et obiectiones, quae fieri solebant, non tarn argumentatione 
quam fide superandas vult. Anathemata denique viginti pomt quorum 
maxima pars in hoc insistunt, Filium vere Filium esse, at undevicesimum 
negat turn Patrem vel potentia vel substantia esse Filii Patrem, turn Filium 
Patri esse vel homoousion vel tautoousion. 

Posterior declaratio, cum usus nominis substantiae ( ousiae ) vetaretur, 
Filium Patri in omnibus prorsus similem, et ideo etiam quoad esse, docet. 
Sed et hypostaseos nomen clarificavit: 

Verum ne quern hypostaseon appellatio ipsa perturbet. Ob id enim hypostas¬ 
es ab Orientalibus usurpantur, ut personarum proprietates subsistentes exis- 
tentesque declarent. Nam etsi spiritus Pater est, et Filius spiritus, et Spiritus 
sanctus ipse spiritus, non tamen Patrem esse Filium concipimus animo. Quin 
et Spiritus ipse subsistit, qui nequaquam Filius intelligitur, cuiusmodi non 
est, sed per seipsum Spiritus sanctus ille subsistit. Hie enim neque Pater est, 
neque Filius, sed Spiritus sanctus, quern per Filium Pater fidelibus largitur. 
Quare merito subsistentis existentisque Patris, ac Filii, et Spiritus sancti pro¬ 
prietates, ut diximus, subsistentium personarum hypostases Orientales nomi- 
nant, non ut tres illas hypostases tria principia, tresve deos esse dicant. Nam 
eos anathemate damnant, qui tres deos asserunt. Neque vero Patrem et 
Filium duos esse deos dicunt. Hoc enim fatentur. unam esse divinitatem, 
quae per Filium in Spiritu sancto continent universa; unam, inquam, divini¬ 
tatem, unum regnum atque unum imperium esse confitentur. Et mhilomi- 
nus personas in hypostaseon suarum proprietatibus pie discernunt, Patrem 


cyra, 358, probably composed by Basil, bjshop of Ancyra, 230 and (2) the dec¬ 
laration of Basil of Ancyra and George, bishop of Laodicea, made after the 
fourth formula of Sirmium on 22 May 359. 231 

The synodal declaration is a profession of faith in the Father and the Son 
and the Holy Spirit according to the baptismal formula; it affirms that the 
names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ are not equivalent to ‘Creator’ and ‘creature’ re¬ 
spectively. It boldly teaches that, although the corporeal is not to be extend¬ 
ed to God, still the Son is truly Son, like the Father as to his substance, and 
insists that any objections that might arise were to be settled not so much by 
argumentation as by faith. Lastly, it pronounces twenty anathemas, most of 
which keep insisting that the Son is truly Son; but the nineteenth denies 
both that the Father is the Father of the Son either by power or by substance, 
and that the Son is either consubstantial with the Father or of the selfsame 
substance as the Father (tautoousim). 

The second of these declarations, avoiding the use of the forbidden term 
‘substance’ (ousia), states that the Son was like the Father in absolutely every 
respect, and therefore with respect to being. But it also clarified the mean¬ 
ing of the term ‘hypostasis’: 

No one should be upset by the mention of‘hypostases.’ This word is 
used in the Eastern churches to denote the subsisting and existing 
properties of the persons. For even though the Father is a spirit and 
the Son is a spirit and the Holy Spirit is a spirit, we still do not have it 
in our minds that the Father is the Son. Again, the Spirit is in no way 
understood to be the Son, but himself subsists in his own right. He is 
not the Father nor is he the Son, but he is that holy Spirit whom the 
Father through the Son lavishly bestows upon the faithful. Therefore, 
those in the East, as we have said, quite rightly name the properties 
of the subsisting and existing Father and Son and Holy Spirit as hy¬ 
postases of the subsisting persons, without suggesting that these three 
hypostases are three principles or three gods. For they condemn with 
an anathema those who assert that they are three gods. Nor do they 
say that the Father and the Son are two gods. This is what they pro¬ 
fess: there is one divinity, and it holds all things within it through the 

230 Epiphanius, Haereses, 73,2-11; Holl, m (gcs 37) 268-84; MG 42,404-26. Hahn, 
§ 162, pp. 201-204, has the twenty anathemas that were appended to this dec¬ 
laration. 

231 Epiphanius, Haereses, 73, 12-22; Holl, 111 (gcs 37) 284-95; MG 42, 425-44. On 
Basil and George, see ltk ii, 31-32; iv, 702-703. 
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videlicet in paterna maiestate subsistentem; Filium vero non partem esse Pa- 
tris intelligunt, sed a perfecto Patre perfectum, genitum ac subsistentem ag- 
noscunt. Ac denique Spiritum sanctum, quern Scriptura sacra Paracletum 
vocat, a Patre per Filium prodeuntem ac subsistentem definiunt. 232 


11 Homoei, prout ab Anomoeis et a Homoeousianis distinguuntur, sunt illi 
irenici qui Filium dicebant similem Patri secundum apostolum (Acaciani 
apud Seleuciam in Isauria) et brevem victoriam inter Graecos, diu- 
turniorem inter barbaros, in symbolis apud Nicaeam in Thracia et apud 
Constantinopolin factis reportaverunt. 233 

Sectio Nona: Homoousion, Consubstantiale 

l Huius vocis 234 duplex est ambiguitas, alia philosophica et alia theologica. 
Philosophica oritur quatenus oixria, substantia, vel secundum apprehen- 
sionem sensus vel secundum affirmationem veri innotescere censetur, 
Theologica habetur quatenus, supposita fide trinitaria, consubstantialitas in 
creatis specificam sed in divinis numericam substantiae identitatem dicit. 


Ita secundurfi Athanasium homo homini comparatus est eiusdem naturae 
(6(io<puf|i;) et eiusdem substantiae (6poooi>crto<;), sed homo cani comparatus 
est alterius naturae (eiepocpufiq) et alterius substantiae (etepoouaioq) . 235 

lam vero secundum differentiam philosophicam alius etacriticus diceret 
ideo hominem homini esse consubstantialem quia materia unius ex materia 
alterius desumpta sit; alius autem qui ad realismum saltern dogmaticum per- 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


171 Part 1: Prolegomena 


Son and in the Holy Spirit; indeed, I say, they profess that there is 
one divinity, one kingdom, one rule. In their devotion they distin¬ 
guish between the persons through the properties of their respective 
hypostases, the Father, for example, as subsisting in fatherly mzyesty; 
but they understand the Son not as a part of the Father, but recog¬ 
nize him as being perfect from the perfect Father, begotten and sub¬ 
sisted. And finally the Holy Spirit, whom sacred scripture calls the 
Paraclete, they determine to be proceeding from the Father through 
the Son, and subsisted. 232 

11 Homoians, as distinguished from the Anomoians and the Homoiousians, 
are those eirenic bishops, such as Acacius and his followers at Seleucia in 
Isauria, who taught that the Son was like the Father as expressed by Saint 
Paul. Their opinion won acceptance for a brief period among the Greeks 
and for a longer time among the non-Greeks, and in the creedal formulas 
produced at Nike in Thrace and Constantinople. 233 

9 Homoousion, Consubstantial 

1 There are two ambiguities in the word homoousion , 234 ‘consubstantial,’ one 
philosophical and one theological. Its philosophical ambiguity arises from 
the fact that there are two different positions on how ouaia, substance, be¬ 
ing, comes to be known, that is, whether it is known through the apprehen¬ 
sion of the senses or through a true affirmation. The theological ambiguity 
occurs in trinitarian theology, inasmuch as consubstantiality in created 
things denotes substances that are specifically the same, whereas with refer¬ 
ence to the divinity it denotes numerically the same substance. 

Thus, as Athanasius noted, one human being is said to be of the same na¬ 
ture (6pocpuf|<;) as another and of the same substance (bpoootioto^) as anoth¬ 
er, whereas a human is said to be of a different nature {eTepo(|>uf|q) and of a 
different substance (erepoouaioi;) from that of a dog. 235 

Now, according to their different philosophies, the naive realist would say 
that one man is of the same substance as another because the matter of one 
has been derived from the matter of the other, whereas someone who has 

232 Epiphanius, Haereses, 73, 16; mg 42, 43b 434- The declaration then cites 1 
Corinthians l2.3;John 14.9; Matthew 18.19. 

233 See Bardy et al., De la paix constantinierme 169-76. 

234 Etymologically, oiioia, ‘substance,’ opo<;, ‘same’; compare d|ia,’ together with.' 

235 Athanasius, De synodis, 53; mg 26, 787 c; Opitz, aw II, 276, 27-33. 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 


.72 Pars Prima: Praemittenda 


173 # Part 1: Prolegomena 


venerit non sensibilia sed vere dicta consideraret et ideo diceret hominem 
homini consubstantialem quia eadem attributa substantialia vere de ut- 
roque homine dicantur. 

Secundum differentiam autem theologicam non ideo Petrus et Paulus 
sunt consubstandales quia una numerice sit utriusque substantia, sed alia re- 
aliter est substantia Petri et alia realiter substantia Pauli quae tamen nu¬ 
merice duae ad eandem tamen speciem pertinent. Sed non eodem modo 
dicitur Filius Patri consubstandalis ut, sicut Petrus et Paulus sunt duo hom¬ 
ines, ita Pater et Filius sunt duo dii; sed unus numerice est Deus, qui vere Pa¬ 
ter est et vere Filius est. 


2 Quibus differentiis quoad conceptum nods, ad quaesuonem historicam 
transeundum est, nempe, quis quomodo consubstantiale conceperit. Et pri- 
mo quidem magnas et apertas oppositiones indicabimus, deinde quaedam 
de c. Nicaeno notabimus, terdo de ipsa conceptus evolutione disseremus. 


3 Secundum G. Presdge nihil aliud dicit ‘homoousion’ si sensum vocis pri- 
mogenium respicis et ab omni significatione technica et theologica 
praescindis, quam ‘ex eadem materia factum,’ ubi ‘eadem’ intelligitur non 
numerice sed generice. 236 

Quam thesin postquam abunde illustravit ex scriptoribus gnosticis, ex 
christianis de re profana scribentibus, et ex chrisdanis de re theologica trac- 
tandbus, haec conclusit: ad c. Nicaenum usque ‘homoousion’ uno quodam 
sensu eoque solo intelligebatur, nempe, ‘eiusdem materiae’ seu ‘eiusdem 
substantiae’; qui quidem sensus divinis personis applicatus nisi metaphorice 
non sumebatur, adhibids, scilicet, cautelis ut salva sit divina unitas. 237 


Quod testimonium ea saltern mensura verum censemus ut, scilicet, ita .1 

communis fuerit hie sensus materialis ut (1) quinque episcopi propter M. 



gone beyond naive realism to arrive at least at dogmatic realism would con¬ 
sider true statements rather than sensible data and would therefore declare 
one man to be con substantial to another because the same substantial at¬ 
tributes are truly predicated of each. 

The ambiguity of the term ‘consubstandal’ in trinitarian theology can be 
seen from the following comparison. Peter and Paul, as two human beings, 
are said to be consubstandal, not because both have numerically the same 
substance, since Peter’s substance is not really identical with Paul’s, but be¬ 
cause they are numerically two substances belonging to the same species. 
But in the Trinity, the Son is not said to be consubstandal with the Father in 
the same way as Peter and Paul are consubstandal; they are two men, but the 
Father and the Son are not two gods. There is numerically only one God, 
who is truly Father and also truly Son. 

2 Having taken note of these conceptual differences, we must now turn to 
the historical question of who conceived the notion of consubstandality, 
and how. First we shall indicate the many controversies that raged openly on 
the matter, then we shall consider the Council of Nicea, and third we shall 
discuss how this notion developed. 

3 According to Prestige, ‘The original signification of homoousios, apart 
from all theological technicality, is simply “made of the same stuff.” “Stuff’ 
here bears a generic sense, necessarily, since no objects of physical experi¬ 
ence are composed of identical portions of matter.’ 236 

After citing numerous examples from gnostic sources, from Christians 
writing on secular subjects, and from Christians discussing theology, he 
came to the conclusion that ‘... down to the Council of Nicaea, homoousios 
meant “of one stuff’ or “substance”; and that when it was applied to the di¬ 
vine Persons, it conveyed a metaphor drawn from material objects, just as 
hostile critics [Paul of Samosata] alleged; with, however, that reservation im¬ 
posed on the application of physical metaphors to the divine nature, which 
is claimed by Athanasius and Basil, ... in order to safeguard the unity of 
God.’ 237 

This account of the situation is correct at least to this extent, that the ma¬ 
terial understanding of homoousion was so widely accepted that (l) on ac- 


236 Prestige, God in Patristic Thought 197. [Prestige concludes the sentence: ‘it 
really means “kind of stuff.’”] 

237 Ibid. 209. 
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talem sensum potius exsulare quam formulam Nicaenam acceptare ma- 
luerint, 238 (2) Eusebius ep. Caes. sedulo suis subditis explicarit non sensu 
materiali esse intelligendam formulam Nicaenam, 239 (3) Athanasius, 240 Hi- 
larius, 241 Basilius 242 explicite sensum eiusmodi materialem excluserint 

4 Quod si ex definitione ‘eiusdem materiae’ omnis sensus materialis ex- 
cluditur, ne metaphora quidem relinqui videtur. Quae tamen difficultas 
evanescit ubi subiectum ex realismo acritico ad criticum vel saltern dog- 
maticum procedit, ut scilicet non de sensibilibus sed de veris cogitet. 

Et ut ab exemplo longe posteriori incipiamus, in Praefatione de SS. Tri- 
nitate canitur: ‘Quod enim de tua gloria, revelante te, credimus, hoc de Filio 
tuo, hoc de Spiritu sancto, sine differentia discretionis sentimus.’ 

Sed quod de gloria Patris revelatum creditur, non materia quaedam divi- 
na est sed verum, vero Dei verbo nobis communicatum; quod idem verum 
tarn de Filio quam de Spiritu sancto sine ulla diminutione vel differentia ag- 
noscendum est. 

Qua tamen in Praefatione non explicatur sensum vocis ‘homoousion’ cir- 
cumlocutione quadam exponi; at si S. Basilium adis, hanc identificationem 
invenis. 

Itaque, ubi vel duo vel plura secundum idem existunt, Paulum puta et Sil- 
vanum et Timotheum, et de iis essentiae definitio inquiritur, non aliam quis 
in Paulo reddet essentiae rationem, aliam in Silvano, et aliam in Timotheo; 
sed quibus verbis essentia Pauli ostensa fuerit, eadem etiam aliis convenient; 
et consubstandales inter se sunt qui eadem essentiae ratione designantur. 243 


243 Basil., Epist., 38, 2; mg 32, 326 c. [The Latin text in mg shows some minor va¬ 
riations on this, perhaps because what we have in Lonergan's text is his own 
translation into Latin from Basil's Greek. The variations do not affect the 
meaning.] Quam tamen hie ponit explicadonem consubstantialitatis, alibi 
idem Basilius insufficientem ducit: ‘Non enim quae fratrum inter se radonem 
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count of their adherence to this meaning, five bishops chose exile rather 
than to accept the Nicene formula, 238 (2) Eusebius of Caesarea carefully ex¬ 
plained to his flock that the Nicene formula was not to be taken in a material 
way, 239 and (3) Athanasius 240 Hilary, 241 , and Basil 242 explicitly ruled out any 
such material meaning of the formula. 

4 But if all material meaning is excluded from the definition of homoousion 
as ‘being of the same stuff,’ then not even the metaphorical sense remains. 
This difficulty vanishes, however, when one moves from naive realism to crit¬ 
ical or at least dogmatic realism by attending not to what is apprehended by 
the senses but to what is true. 

We may illustrate this first with an example from a much later time, name¬ 
ly, the liturgical Preface of the Most Holy Trinity: ‘What we believe through 
your revelation about your glory, we hold the same about your Son and the 
same about the Holy Spirit without any difference or discrimination.’ 

Now, what we believe as revealed about the glory of the Father is not some 
sort of divine matter, but a truth communicated to us by the true word of 
God; and this same truth is to be acknowledged concerning the Son and the 
Holy Spirit, without any diminution or difference. 

This Preface, of course, does not explain that the meaning of the word ho¬ 
moousion, ‘of the same substance,’ is expressed by a circumlocution; but if 
you go to St Basil, you will find that he makes this identification. 

Thus, when there are two or more beings that exist in the same way, 
for example, Paul and Silvan us and Timothy, and the question arises 
about the definition of their essence, no one would attribute one es¬ 
sential definition to Paul and a different one to Silvanus and still a 
different one to Timothy; rather, whatever words are used to express 
Paul’s essence will apply to the others as well, and so those are con- 
substantial who are designated by the same essential definition 243 

238 See above, pp. 146-49. 

239 See above, pp. 150-51- 

240 See below, pp. 192-93. 

241 Hilary of Poitiers, Desynodis, 67-91; ml 10, 525-46. 

242 Basil of Caesarea, Epistola, 52,1; mg 32, 393 a. 

243 Ibid. 38, 2; mg 32, 326 c. Elsewhere, however, Basil considers this explanation 
of consubstantiality inadequate. ‘For, contrary to what some think, things that 
are related to each other as brothers are not said to be consubstantial; but 
when a cause and what has existence from that cause are both of the same 
nature they are said to be consubstantial.’ Epistola , 52, 2 ; mg 32, 394 c. This 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 


176 Pars Prima: Praemittenda 

Quam Basilii doctrinam modo magis concreto apud Athanasium pro- 
positam legis ubi docuit eadem de Filio quae de Patre did, excepto Patris 
nomine; quod ex titulis scripturisticis statim probavit, nempe, ‘Deus,’ ‘Om- 
nipotens,’ ‘Dominus,’ ‘Lux,’ ‘qui peccata delet,’ tam de Filio quam de Patre 
did, ut universalitatem ex Io 16.15, 17.10 concluderet. 244 Qua in doctrina 
Athanasium antecessit Alexander, qui ante c. Nicaenum affirmavit ‘solo in- 
geniti nomine Filium Patre minorem, 245 et materialem Filii a Patre genera- 
tionem exclusit. 246 


5 Praeter hanc philosophicam ambiguitatem vods homoousion alia et theo- 
logica est. Ubi autem philosophica oritur ex eo quod alii ouaia intelligunt 
esse corpus, seu materiam, 247 alii eandem vocem accipiunt pro eo quod est, 
quod vere affirmatur, ambiguitas theologica ex ipsis potius rebus petitur ut 
consubstantialia in divinis sunt unius numerice substantiae, in creatis autem 
unius specifice. 

Exemplasuntnotissima. Quia in Christo an imam human am negavitApol- 
linaris, Verbum incarnatum docuit neque Patri secundum carnem neque 


habent, dicuntur consubstantialia, id quod quidam existimant; sed cum et 
causa et id quod ex causa existentiam habet, eiusdem sunt naturae, consub¬ 
stantialia dicuntur.' Epist. 52,2 ; mg 32, 394 c. Quod dupliciter intelligi potest: 
vei Basilius per duo vera (eadem definitio essentialis, origo alterius ex altero) 
consubstantialitatem definivit; vel imperfecte ex notione materiali recedens 
originem ad essentialem consubstantialitatis rationem pertinere censuit. 
Circa mentem Basilii, hie minime investigandam, indicium quoddam sit: 

‘... substantiam autem nunc dico materiale subiectum Adv. Eunom., n, 4; 
MG 29, 578 C. 
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You will find Basil's doctrine set forth more concretely in Athanasius, 
where he said that the same things are predicated of the Son as of the Fa¬ 
ther, except that the Son is not the Father. He immediately went on to prove 
this from the scriptural titles ‘God,’ ‘Almighty,’ ‘Lord,’ ‘Light,’ ‘who takes 
away sins,’ which are applied to the Son as well as to the Father, and arguing 
from John 16.15, ‘All that the Father has is mine,’ and John 17.10, ‘All mine 
are yours and yours are mine,’ he concluded that the same applies to all ti- 
■ ties. 244 Even before Athanasius, Alexander of Alexandria had taught this 

; doctrine; prior to the Council of Nicea he had asserted that‘the Son is less 

than the Father only in that he is not unbegotten,’ 245 and he excluded all 
j materiality from the generation of the Son by the Father 246 

5 Besides the philosophical ambiguity of the term homoousion, there is also 
the theological ambiguity. The philosophical ambiguity arises from the dif¬ 
ferent ways in which ouaia, substance, is understood. Some take it to be a 
body, matter, 247 and others take this same word to signify what is, that which 
1 is truly affirmed. But the theological ambiguity results from the nature of 

5 the things themselves, so that what are consubstantial in God are of numer- 

? ically the same substance, while among created things, those that are con- 

:f substantial are of specifically the same substance. 

jj Examples of this ambiguity are well known. Because he denied that Christ 

had a human soul, Apollinaris held that the incarnate Word was neither 


can be understood in two ways. Either Basil defined consubstantiality in terms 
of two elements verified in both beings, namely, the same essential definition 
and the origin of one thing from another, or else, he deemed origin to be of 
the essence of consubstantiality, not fully abandoning the notion of material¬ 
ity. For an indication of Basil’s mind (which we have no intention of investi¬ 
gating here) one might take the following: ’... but now I say that substance 
means material substrate (hypokeimenon)AdversusEunomium, 11, 4; mg 29, 
578 c. 

244 Athanasius, Oratio 3 contra Arianos, 4; mg 26, 329 b; cited below, p. 195. 

245 Alexander of Alexandria, Epistola Alexandri Alexandriae episcopi ad Alexandrum 
Constantinopolitanum, Opitz, aw iii, 27,14-15. (Johannes Quasten, The Golden 
Age of Greek Patristic Literature from the Council of Nicaea to the Council of Chalce- 
don, vol. 3 in Patrology (Utrecht-Antwerp: Spectrum Publishers and Westmin¬ 
ster, md: The Newman Press, i960) 15: ‘... it is more likely that Alexander 

of Thessalonica is meant (as the recipient) ...’] 

246 Ibid, lines 5-6. 

247 See Orbe, Primera teologza, 1/2, 677-79, note 11, for several examples; for 
others consult the index, under ouaia. 
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nobis secundum animam esse consubstantiale. 248 Orthodoxi e contra turn 
in Formula unionis (db 5003, ds 272) turn in decreto Chalcedonensi (db 
148, ds 301 s.) Filium Patri secundum deitatem nobis autem secundum hu- 
manitatem affirmaverunt esse consubstantialem. Quinimo, ipsi Monophy- | 

sitae severiani, etsi. distinctionem inter hypostasin et naturam simpliciter 
noluerint, ultro tamen confessi sunt duplicem hanc Filii consubstantiali- 
tatem, cum Patre secundum deitatem et nobiscum secundum humani- 
tatem. 249 Quibus tamen in locis duplici sensu adhibetur vox ‘homoousion,’ 
si quidem alia numero est substantia humana Christi, alia Petri, alia Pauli, 
sed eadem numero est substantia divina Patris ac Filii. 


Cui ambiguitati subiacet ipsum mysterium divinum: non enim intellectu 
perspicimus sed fide credimus Patris et Filii unam eandemque esse substan- 
tiam; et ideo nisi inter fideles, eosque clare et consequenter ratiocinantes, 
non amovetur omnis difficultas. Alii autem in alias abeunt partes, easque 
prorsus oppositas ut, scilicet, homoousion divinis personis applicatum sig- 
nificet (1) nullam prorsus esse realem distinctionem inter Patrem et Filium, 
et (2) Patrem et Filium non solum duas esse personas sed etiam duos deos. 
Si enim ex sensu materiali consubstantialitatis incipitur et ita divinis per¬ 
sonis applicatur ut omnis sensus materialis excludatur, sicut materia in 
corporalibus fundat distinctionem, ita negatio materiae pro negatione dis¬ 
tinction^ haberi potest; unde et homoousion, quasi doctrinam Sabellianam 
saperet, calumniatur. Si autem ex sensu qui ad vere dicta attendit incipitur, 
ut consubstantialia sint quorum eadem est essentiae seu substantiae defini- 
tio, cum in creatis tot sint substantiae humanae quod sint personae huma- 
nae, concludi potest similiter in divinis, sicut tres sunt personae seu 
hypostases, ita pari ter tres esse deos; unde iterum calumniatur homoousion 
quasi tritheismum doceret. 
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consubstantial with the Father with respect to the body nor con substantial 
with us with respect to the soul. 248 Against this, the orthodox position ex¬ 
pressed in the Formula of Union (db 5003, ds 272, nd 607) and in the de¬ 
cree of Chalcedon (db 148, ds 301-302, nd 614-15) asserted that the Son 
was consubstantial with the Father in his divinity and consubstantial with us 
in his humanity. In fact, even the Severian Monophysites, who firmly denied 
the distinction between hypostasis and nature, readily acknowledged this 
twofold consubstantiality of the Son, with the Father in his divinity and with 
us in his humanity. 249 Still, in these examples the word homoousion is used in 
two different senses, since the human substance of Christ and of Peter and 
of Paul are numerically different, while the divine substance of the Father 
and the Son is numerically the same. 

It is the divine mystery itself that underlies this ambiguity. We do not grasp 
by our intellects but believe by faith that the Father and the Son have one 
and the same substance, and therefore it is only those who are believers 
and who think about it clearly and logically, for whom every difficulty is re¬ 
moved. Others espouse different positions, indeed quite contrary positions, 
such as, for example, that homoousiomis applied to the divine persons means 
(1) that there is absolutely no real distinction between the Father and the 
Son, and (2) that the Father and the Son are not only two persons but also 
two gods. For if one begins from a materialistic understanding of consub¬ 
stantiality and, then applies it to the divine persons while excluding all ma¬ 
teriality from it, it follows that, since matter is the basis of distinction among 
corporeal beings, the denial of matter can be taken to be a denial of all dis¬ 
tinction. Thus homoousion was falsely accused of smacking of Sabellianism. 
On the other hand, if one begins from understanding it in terms of true 
statements, so that those beings are consubstantial whose essence or sub¬ 
stance have the same definition, it follows that since there are as many hu¬ 
man substances as there are human persons, the same could be said for the 
divine persons, namely, that just as there are three persons or hypostases, 
there are likewise three gods. So once again homoousion was accused, but 
now of teaching tritheism. 


1 248 Hans Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicaea und seine Schule (Tubingen: J.C.B. 
Mohr, 1904) 2x3, fragment 39, and 214, fragment 45. 

249 Joseph Lebon, ‘La christologie du monophysisme syrien,’ in Das Konzil von 
Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwarl, vol. 1: Der Glaube von Chalkedon, ed. Aloys 
Grillmeier and Heinrich Bacht (Wurzburg: Echter-Verlag, 1951) 435 and 
438 - 39 . 

1 
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6 Et priori quidem Arianismi tempore qui c. Nicaeno adversabantur, vel ip- 
sum nomen homoousion pronuntiare noluisse videntur. Ita in duobus operi- 
bus ab Eusebio ep. Caes. conscriptis, Adversus MarceUum et De ecdesiastica 
theologia, si indici ab editore E. Klostermann confecto credis, numquam 
ocurrit vox homoousion, sive ab ipso Eusebio usurpata sive in locis a Marcello 
excerptis, 250 Iterum in symbolis quae a conciliabulis inter annum 340 et 360 
multiplicabantur, illud fere est discrimen quod priora vocem homoousion si- 
lentio praetereunt, posteriora autem non pauca eandem explicite exclu- 
dunt. 251 

Quo tamen tempore illud praecipue contra homoousion ferebatur, uti vide- 
tur, quod Sabellianismo faveret. Hoc enim crimen turn Eusebius turn con- 
ciliabula Marcello Ancyrano imponebant, qui tamen et c. Nicaeno interfuit, 
Romae approbationem doctrinae obtinuit, et usque ad annum 344 cum 
Athanasio in communionem receptus est. 252 Quod vero clarius est, in ipsa 
doctrina homoeousianorum invenitur, quos iudicavit Athanasius de solo 
consubstantialitatis nomine dubitare. 253 Quod sane nomen sensu Sabel- 
liano intellexerunt, si quidem pariter opoouaiov et toutooi&otov anathemate 
damnaverunt, 254 tres hypostases posuerunt et tres deos negaverunt, 255 
Filium Patri similem quoad omnia 256 et quoad substantiam docuerunt. 257 

Quantum autem ad tempus posterius, ubi Cappadoces contra Euno- 
mianos procedebant, duplex simul inferebatur crimen et Sabellianismi et 
tritheismi. 258 Quod cum sibi parum constet, theologi liberales de solo 
tritheismo Cappadoces, imo et Athanasium, impugnaverunt. 259 

7 Circa decretum c. Nicaeni distinguendum est inter id quod explicite 
docuit et id quod implicite continet; et ulterius circa implicitum subdis- 
tinguendum est inter implicationem logicam et conclusionem actu de- 
ductam. 
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6 And in fact, in the earlier period of Arianism those who were against the 
Council of Nicea apparently refused even to utter the word homoousion. 
Thus, according to the index in E. Klostermann’s edition of two books by 
Eusebius of Caesarea, Adversus MarceUum and De ecclesiastica theologia, the 
word homoousion never once occurs in them, whether as used by Eusebius 
himself or in his excerpts from Marcellus. 250 Again, in the numerous creed- 
al formulas produced by the minor synods between 340 and 360 there is this 
difference, that in general the earlier formulas were silent about homoousion, 
while several of the later ones explicitly rejected it. 251 

At that time, the principal charge against homoousion, it seems, was that it 
leaned toward Sabellianism. Both Eusebius and the minor synods brought 
this accusation against Marcellus of Ancyra, who nevertheless attended the 
Council of Nicea, won Rome’s approval of his teaching, and until the year 
344 was in communion with Athanasius. 252 But it is fairly clear that his posi¬ 
tion was that of the Homoiousians, whom Athanasius considered to have 
had a problem only with the use of the term ‘consubstantial’ itself. 253 They 
no doubt understood this term in a Sabellian sense, since they anathema¬ 
tized bpoouotov and lanxooiioiov alike, 254 affirmed three hypostases and de¬ 
nied three gods, 255 and taught that the Son w.as similar to the Father in all 
things, 256 including his substance 257 

As for the later period, when the Cappadocians were occupied in refuting 
the Eunomians, they were themselves charged with both Sabellianism and 
tritheism simultaneously. 258 Since this was hardly consistent, the liberal 
theologians accused the Cappadocians, and even Athanasius, of tritheism 
only 259 

7 With regard to the decree of Nicea, a distinction must be made between 
what it explicitly taught and what it implicitly contains; and what is implicit 
needs a further distinction between what it logically implies and what has ac¬ 
tually been concluded from it. 

250 See the index to Erich Klostermann, Eusebius Werke in gcs 14 (Leipzig: J.C. 

Hinrichs, 1906). 

25.1 See Hahn, §§153-70, pp. 183-216; see above, p. 165. 

252 See Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire 21-25, 29. 

253 Athanasius, Desynodis, 41; Opitz, aw ii, 266-67; mg 26, 766. 

254 Epiphanius, Haereses, 73,11,10; Holl, 111 (gcs 37) 284, 5. 

255 Epiphanius, Haereses, 73.16; Holl, hi (gcs 37) 288, 20-289, 17. 

256 Epiphanius, Haereses, 73,13; Holl, 111 (gcs 37) 285, 29— 286, 15. 

257 Epiphanius, Haereses, 73, 12; Holl, in (gcs 37) 284, 12 - 285, 28. 

258 See Basil, Epistola, 189, 2; mg 32, 686 B. 

259 See below pp. 424-27 note 8. 
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Directe ergo processit c. Nicaenum contra eos qui Filium non Deum sed 
creaturam esse affirmaverunt. Quare explicite affirmavit unum Deum, 
quem statim dixit Patrem omnipotentem; deinde addidit Filium, Domi- 
num, Deum de Deo, natum non factum, ex substantia Patris, Patri consub- 
stantialem (db 54, ds 125). Sed non expressis verbis docetur unam 
eandemque esse substantiam Patris et Filii. 

Logice tamen in decreto c. Nicaeni continetur haec unius substantiae af- 
firmatio. Nam primo qui concilio interfuerunt monotheismum docuerunt; 
sed si unus est Deus, et Pater vere est Deus et Filius vere est Deus, de neces¬ 
sitate sequitur eandem numero esse divinitatem Patris et Filii. Deinde, teste 
Athanasio, Patres in concilio congregati primo quidem scribendum 
duxerunt Filium esse Patris imaginem veram, Patri in omnibus sine ulla va- 
rietate simillimum, deinde autem cum effugia Arianorum perspexissent, 


sententiam rursus ipsi ex Scripturis colligere sunt coacti, et quae antea dixe- 
rant, eadern clarioribus verbis significare, ac denique scribere Filium Patri 
esse consubstantialem, ut scilicet significarent Filium non tantum similem, 
sed eandem rem similitudine esse ex Patre ... a6 ° 


Quo testimonio habetur intentionem decreti Nicaeni ultra solam simili- 
tudinem procedere et ad rationem identitatis pertingere. 

Ubi autem actu deducta sit haec conclusio logica, ex ipsa historia quaes- 
tionis diiudicandum esse videtur. Certo adest haec conclusio in c. Serdicen- 
si, anno 343, ubi una eademque docetur hypostasis Patris et Filii. 261 Adesse 
non videtur ante c. Nicaenum in epistola Alexandri, ep. Alex., qui Patrem et 


261 Cf. Hahn, pp. 188 ss. Vel apud Theodoretum, he II, 6; mg 82, 1012 CD. Notate 
Athanasium explicite docuisse hanc formulam non esse a c. Serdicensi ap- 
probatam vel emissam, Tom. ad Antioch., 5; mg 26. 799 c; infra citatam, p. 447, 
n. 43 - 
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Directly, then, Nicea took up the argument against those who asserted 
that the Son was not God but a creature. Hence it explicitly affirmed one 
God, whom it immediately identified as the almighty Father; next it added 
that the Son was Lord, God from God, begotten, not made, from the sub¬ 
stance of the Father and consubstantial with the Father (db 54, ds 125, nd 
7). But it does not say in so many words that the Father and the Son have one 
and the same substance. 

Still, this affirmation of the one substance is logically contained in the 
Nicene decree. For first, those who were present at the Council were mono¬ 
theists; but then if God is one, and the Father is truly God, and the Son also 
is truly God, it necessarily follows that the divinity of the Father and that of 
the Son are numerically the same. Next, according to the testimony of Atha¬ 
nasius, the Fathers assembled in the Council first thought it would be good 
to add to the decree that the Son is the true image of the Father, most sim¬ 
ilar to the Father in all things without any variance; but then, when they re¬ 
alized that this could give a handle to the Arians, 

... they were compelled to go back to scripture again and express in 
clearer terms what they had said earlier, and finally to write that the 
Son is consubstantial with the Father, so as to signify that the Son is 
not only similar to the Father but is the same as the Father by simili¬ 
tude from the Father ... a6 ° 

This account reveals the intention of the decree to go beyond mere simili¬ 
tude and arrive at the notion of identity. 

When this logical conclusion was actually arrived at elsewhere would have 
to be determined from the history of the question. It was certainly a conclu¬ 
sion of the synod of Sardica in 343, which held that the Father and Son had 
one and the same hypostasis. 261 As for the period before Nicea, it does not 


260 Athanasius, De decretis Nicaenaesynodi 20; mg 25, 451 B; Opitz, aw ii, 17, 7-10. 
[See note 263 below.] 

261 See Hahn, § 157, pp. 188-90. Or in Theodoret, he ii, 6; mg 82, 1012 CD. Note 
that Athanasius expressly stated that this formula was neither approved nor 
promulgated by the Council of Sardica, Tomus ad Antiochenos 5; mg 26,799 C; 
cited below, p. 447, note 43. 
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Filium docuit ‘duas in hypostasi naturas’ esse. 202 Ipsa expressio Athanasii su- 
perius allata, ‘eandem rem similitudine,’ suggerit non statim esse perven- 
tum ad formulam feliciter expressam. 203 

8 Remanet ut quaedam dicantur de evolutione ipsius notionis consubstan- 
tialitatis, quemadmodum scilicet ex nodone materiali ad notionem dog- 
maticam atque theologicam processum sit. 

Cum in scripturis Filius dicatur ‘splendor gloriae et figura substantiae 
eius’ (Heb l.3), et ‘imago Dei’ (2 Cor 4.4, Col 1 .15), et ‘Dei sapientia’ (1 Cor 
1.24), haud mirum est antiquos scriptores his adiunxisse quae in libro Sa- 
piendae leguntur: ‘Vapor est enim virtutis Dei, et emanatio quaedam est 
claritatis omnipotends Dei sincera; ... candor est enim lucis aeternae, et 
speculum sine macula Dei maiestatis, et imago bonitatis illius’ (Sap 7.25 s.); 
neque vitio vertendum est quod his imaginibus etiam alias addiderunt ut 
Filius ex Patre procedat sicut proles ex parente, fluvius ex fonte, splendor ex 
sole, lumen ex lumine, ignis ex igne, lucerna ex lucerna accensa. 204 

Quod autem nostra interest non in ipsis imaginibus iacet sed in eo quod 
in illis intelligebatur, nempe, consubstantialitatis ratio. Quam tamen ratio- 
nem dico, non secundum posteriorem et systematicam expositionem sed se¬ 
cundum ipsa cuiusvis scientiae exordia ubi forma seu intelligibilitas rei 
intrinseca in ipsis sensibilibus quasi inspicitur (insight). 


262 Alex., Epist. ad Alex. ep. Thess., ix; MG 18, 562 b; aw III, 25, 23. Expressio 
Alexandri directe contra sabellianismum procedit. 

263 Clarior enim est intendo quam exactior est expressio ubi dicitur: iva pq povov 
opoiov t6v uV6v, aXka raurdv rfj opouboei ex tou natpcx; eivaioripaivoxn .... De 
decretis nic. syn.; 20; cf. supra, n. 260. Clare enim his verbis negatur sola simili- 
tudo; clare affirmatur identitas quaedam; sed obscura videtur identitas quae 
'similitudine ex Patre' habetur. Cf. eundem Athanasium alibi: ‘Tametsi enim 
aliud est Filius ut genitus, attamen idem est ut Deus.’ Orat. 3 c. Arian., 4; mg 

26, 327 c. 
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appear in the letter of Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, who states that the 
Father and the Son were ‘two natures in a hypostasis.’ 202 The expression 
mentioned above, ‘the same by similitude,’ suggests that it took Athanasius 
a while to arrive at a felicitous formulation of the doctrine; 203 

8 It remains now to say something about the development of the notion of 
consubstantiality, specifically, how it evolved from a material to a dogmatic 
and theological notion. 

Since scripture speaks of the Son as ‘the reflection of God’s glory and the 
exact imprint of his very being’ (Hebrews 1.3) and ‘the image of God’ (2 
Corinthians 4.4, Colossians 1.15) and ‘the wisdom of God’ (1 Corinthians 
1.24), it is not surprising that the ancient authors added to these titles what 
is found in the Wisdom of Solomon: ‘For she is a vapor of the power of God 
and a pure unadulterated emanation of the glory of the Almighty; ... a re¬ 
flection of eternal light, a spotless mirror of the majesty of God, and an im¬ 
age of his goodness’ (Wisdom 7.25-26). Nor should they be criticized for 
adding other images to these, saying that the Son proceeds from the Father 
as a child from its parent, as a stream from its source, as radiance from the 
sun, as light from light, fire from fire, or one torch lit from another. 204 

What is of interest to us, however, is not the images themselves but what 
was understood in them, namely, the notion of consubstantiality. Yet we do 
not mean here the notion of consubstantiality as it was later expounded sys¬ 
tematically, but when it was still relatively undeveloped, like a notion in the 
initial stages of any science when the form, the intrinsic intelligibility of a 
thing, is grasped through insight into the sensible data themselves. 

262 Alexander of Alexandria, Epistola ad Alexandrum ix; mg 18, 562 b; Opitz, aw 
hi, 25, 23. This expression of Alexander’s is aimed directly against Sabel- 
lianism. 

263 The intention is clearer than the expression is exact where he writes: iva pr| 
povov opoiov tov uidv, oXka toutov xfj bpoicocei ex too naxpoi; eivai aripalvcoat 
..., De decretis Nicaenae synodt, 20; see above, note 260. Here there is a clear 
denial of mere similarity and a clear affirmation of a certain identity; but 
there is some obscurity about what is meant by identity that is ‘by similitude 
from the Father.’ Compare what Athanasius says elsewhere: ‘For though the 
Son, as being begotten, is something different, as being God he is the same.’ 
Oratio 3 contra Arianos, 4; mg 26 , 327 C, 330 A. 

264 See Franz Joseph Dolger, ‘Sonne und Sonnenstrahl als Gleichnis in der Log- 
ostheologie des christlichen Altertums,’ in Dolger, Anlike und Clmstentum, 1 
(Munster: Aschendorff, 1929) 271-290; Ignacio Ortiz de Urbina, Elsimbolo 
Niceno (Madrid: Consejo de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1947) 140-51; Orbe, 
Primera teologia, 1/1,38-57 and passim. 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 



186 Pars Prima: Praemittenda 


187 Part 1: Prolegomena 


Et primum quoddam afferendum exemplum est ipsum ratiocinium 
Dionysii ep. Alex. (ob. 264-265) qui se ipsam consubstantialitatis vocem 
non attulisse confessus nihilominus alia se et aequivalentia dixisse asseve- 
ravit, imagines nempe nuperrime notatas: 

Etenim humanam prolem in exemplum attuli, quam patet esse eiusdem 
generis ac genitorem: dixique revera in hoc solum parentes differre a filiis, 
quod ipsi non sint filii... Etenim plantam sive ex semine sive ex radice suc- 
crescentem, aliam dixi esse ab eo unde pullulavit, etsi eiusdem omnino sit 
naturae: fluviumque ex fonte fluentem, aliam formam et nomen accipere: 
neque enim aut fontem fluvium aut fluvium fontem dici; sed utrumque exis- 
tere: ac fontem quasi patrem esse, fluvium vero aquam ex fonte manantem ... 
In tertio autem libro ait: ‘Vita ex vita genita est, quemadmodum flumen a 
fonte emanavit, eta luce inexsdncta splendida lux accensa est.’ 265 


Quod si valet ratiocinium sive ipsius Dionysii sive Athanasii qui testimonium 
Dionysii attulit, ad idem redit vel dictas imagines proferre vel vocem ‘con- 
substantiale’ pronuntiare. 

Quern intimum nexum inter notas imagines et consubstantialitatis ratio- 
nem confirmare potuisset Athanasius si ea attulisset quae in Apologia pro Ori- 
gene a S. Pamphilo martyre conscripta ipsi Origeni attribuuntur: 

Vaporis enim nomen inducens, hoc ideo de rebus corporalibus assumpsit, ut 
vel ex parte aliqua intelligere possimus quomodo Christus qui est sapientia, 
secundum similitudinem eius vaporis qui de substantia aliqua corporea pro- 
cedit, sic etiam ipse ut quidam vapor exoritur de virtute ipsius Dei: sic et sa¬ 
pientia ex eo procedens, ex ipsa Dei substantia generatur. Sic nihilominus et 
secundum similitudinem corporalis aporrhaeae, esse dicitur aporrhaea glori- 
ae Omnipotentis pura quaedam et sincera. Quae utraeque similitudines 
manifestissime ostendunt communionem substantiae esse Filio cum Patre. 


Let us take as a first example the reasoning of Dionysius, bishop of Alex¬ 
andria (ob. 264-265), who admitted that he did not use the term ‘consub- 
stantiality’ itself but nevertheless insisted that he had expressed it in 
equivalent language, namely, in the images we have just referred to. Accord¬ 
ing to Athanasius, he wrote: 

For I gave as an example a human offspring, who is obviously of the 
same kind as its parent. And I pointed out that in fact the only differ¬ 
ence between parents and their children is that they are not their 
children ... For as I said, a plant, whether it is grown from a seed or 
from a root, is not the same thing as that from which it sprouts, even 
though it is of the same nature, and that a stream flowing from a 
source has a different form and is given a different name; for the 
source is not said to be the stream nor the stream the source. Yet 
both exist, and the source is, as it were, the father, and the stream is 
the water flowing from the source ... In the third book, Dionysius 
says, ‘Life is generated from life as a river flows from its source, and 
radiant light is lit from a burning light.’ 265 

But if the reasoning, either that of Dionysius himself or of Athanasius who 
reported him, is valid, then whether one uses these images or utters the 
word ‘consubstantial,’ it amounts to the. same thing. 

Athanasius could have confirmed the intimate connection between these 
familiar images and the notion of consubstantiality had he gone to the fol¬ 
lowing passage in the Apologia pro Origene by St Pamphilus the Martyr, a pas¬ 
sage that is attributed to Origen himself: 

In using the word ‘vapor’ he takes it as referring to corporeal things, 
so that at least to some extent we may be able to understand how 
Christ is wisdom through his likeness to a vapor given off by some 
corporeal substance, so that he arises as a certain vapor from the pow¬ 
er of God. Hence he is wisdom issuing from God, generated from the 
very substance of God. In the very same way, through the image of a 
material effluence, he is said to be a pure unadulterated effluence of 
the glory of the Almighty. Both of these comparisons show most 

265 Athanasius, DesententiaDionysii, 18; mg 25,506 bc - 507 a; Opitz, aw ii, 59-60; 
see De decretis Nicaenae synodi, 25; mg 25, 462 bc; Opitz, aw ii, 21; and De syno¬ 
dic, 44; MG 26, 770 BC; Opitz, aw ii, 269. 
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Aporrhoea enim homoousios videtur, id est unius substantiae cum illo cor- 
pore ex quo est vel aporrhoea vel vapor. 2 ®® 

Quod si similitudines vaporis et emanationis seu aporrhoeae ‘manifestis- 
sime ostendunt communionem substantiae,’ mirum nonestTheognostum, 
aliquando scholae catecheticae alexandrinae praesidem, inter annos 250- 
280 in secundo Hypotyposeon libro sequens protulisse ratiocinium. 

Non extrinsecus adinventa est Filii substantia, neque ex nihilo educta, sed ex 
Patris substantia nata est, ut lucis splendor et aquae vapor: neque enim splen¬ 
dor aut vapor ipsa aqua vel ipse sol est: neque rurSus aliquid est alienum, sed 
est aliquid emanans ex Patris substantia, ita tamen ut nullam divisionem ead- 
em Patris substantia sit perpessa. Ut enim sol idem manens radiis ab ipso 
profluentibus non minuitur; ita neque Patris substantia mutationem ullam 
patitur, cum Filium sui ipsius imaginem habet. 2 ® 7 


Quern concipiendi modum in antiquioribus vidimus, eundem apud ip- 
sum Athanasium invenimus, qui ipse argumentatus est: 

Porro lucis splendorem, fontis partum, Patris Filium, quomodo apte nomi- 
n averts nisi consubstantialem? 2 ® 8 


... ita una eademque significatio est prolis et consubstantialis: et qui censet 
Filium esse fetum ( genn&na ), is recte sentiteum esse consubstantialem. 2 ® 9 

266 mg 14,1308 CD. Censet Prestige (God in Patristic Thought 200) hoc scholion in 
ep. ad Hebr. revera esse ipsius Origenis. Quantum autem ad praesens argu- 
mentum attinet, parum refert utrum Origenes vel alius Pamphilo antiquior sit 
auctor. 
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clearly the communion of substance that the Son has with the Father. 
For an effluence appears to be homoousios , that is, to be of the same 
substance as that of the body of which it is an effluence or vapor. 2 ® 6 

But if these images of vapor and emanation or effluence ‘show most clear¬ 
ly the communion of substance,’ it is not surprising that Theognostus, who 
was for a while head of the catechetical school at Alexandria, in the second 
book of his work, Hypotyposeis, written between 250 and 280, proposed the 
following line of argument: 

The substance of the Son was not something adventitious coming to 
him from without, nor was it produced from nothing, but it was born 
of the substance of the Father, like radiance from light er vapor from, 
water; for the radiance is not the sun and the vapor is not the water; 
on the other hand, the Son is not something alien to the Father, but 
something emanating from the substance of the Father, yet in such a 
way that this same substance of the Father has thereby suffered no di¬ 
vision whatsoever. For as the sun remains the same and is not dimin¬ 
ished by the emission of rays from it, so does the substance of the 
Father experience no change when the Son possesses his own im- 
age - 267 

The way of conceiving consubstantiality that we have seen in the earlier 
authors we have also seen in Athanasius himself, who argued as follows;. 

By what, then, could you aptly designate the radiance of light, the 
outflow of a spring, and the Son of a Father, if not by the word ‘con- 
substantial’? 268 

... ‘offspring’ and ‘consubstantial’ mean the same; and whoever 
deems the Son to be the progeny.( gennema ) of the Father will rightly 
judge him to be consubstantial. 2 ® 9 

266 mg 14, 1308 CD. In God in Patristic Thought (see p. 200) Prestige judges this 
scholion on the epistle to the Hebrews to belong iii fact to Origen himself. As 
far as our present argument is concerned, it matters little whether it is from 
Origen or from some other author earlier than Pamphilus. 

267 Quoted by Athanasius, De decreiis Nicaenae synodi, 25; mg 25,459 C; Opitz, aw n, 
21, 1-7. 

268 Athanasius, Desynodis, 41; mg 26, 766 c; Opitz, aw ii, 267,18-19. 

269 Ibid. 42; mg 26, 767 c; Opitz, aw ii, 268, 13-14. 
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Verum episcopi, turn quoque intellects eorum fraude, ex Scripturis has col- 
legere voces, splelndorem, fontem, fluvium et figuram substantiae: illud item, 
In lumine Luo videbimus lumen, et illud. Ego et Pater unum sumus. Demum luci- 
dius et compendiose scripserunt, consubstantialem esse Patri Filium: nam 
supra dicta omnia hanc habent significationem. 270 

Ergo secundum Athanasium ipsa consubstantialitatis significatio in exem- 
plis notissimis residet, modo tamen imperfectiones rerum corporalium et 
creaturarum tollantur: 


But the bishops, as soon as they became aware of the subterfuge of 
the Arians, made a list of these words, ‘radiance,’ ‘spring,’ ‘stream,’ 
and ‘the imprint of his very being,’ as well as ‘in your light we shall 
see light,’ and ‘I and the Father are one.’ Finally they wrote, clearly 
and succinctly, that the Son is consubstantial with the Father, for this 
is the meaning of all those other expressions. 270 

According to Athanasius, then, the meaning of consubstantiality is veri¬ 
fied in these well-known examples, as long as the imperfections of corporeal 
created things are removed from them. 


Namque quod spectat ad corpora quae inter se sunt similia, ilia certe distare 
et procul a se invicem possunt abesse, ut accidit hominum liberis erga pro- 
prios parentes ... Verum cum Filii ex Patre generatio alia plane sit a natura 
hominum, riec solum similis ille sit substantiae Patris, sed dividi ab ea non 
queat, cum item unum ipse et Pater sint, ut idem dixit, semperque Verbum 
sit in Patre, et Pater in Verbo, eo modo quo splendor se habet ad lucem; id 
enim dictio ipsa significat: idcirco synodus (Nicaena), ea re perspecta, eum 
esse consubstantialem recte scripsit, ut et haereticorum perversitatem evert- 
eret, et Verbum aliud a factis rebus esse ostenderet. 271 


Quae cum ita sint, qualis fuerit processus turn ipsius Athanasii turn, sal¬ 
tern secundum Athanasium, antiquiorum auctorum et ipsorum Patrum 
Nicaenorum, satis clare perspicitur. A notis enim imaginibus praesertim 
scripturisticis incipiebant; in ipsis imaginibus intelligibilitatem quandam 
perspiciebant quam per rationem nomenque consubstantialitatis exprime- 
bant; et hanc denique rationem ex sensibilibus haustam maxime secundum 
ipsius scripturae dicta ad divinam Filii generationem concipiendam, quan¬ 
tum poterant, adaptabant. 

Quam adaptationem omnino exigebat Athanasius sicut de nomine Filii 
ita etiam de nomine consubstantialis: 


For as regards bodies that are similar to each other, they surely can 
exist apart and be very distant from each other, as in the case of chil¬ 
dren and their parents ... But since the generation of the Son from 
the Father is totally different in nature from human generation, and 
since the Son is not only similar to the substance of the Father but in¬ 
separable from him, and also since he and the Father are one, as he 
himself says, and the Word is always in the Father and the Father in 
the Word, in the way that radiance is related to light - for that is the 
point of the comparison - therefore the Council (of Nicea), having 
understood the situation, rightly wrote that the Son was consubstan¬ 
tial, in order to thwart the perverse intentions of the heretics and to 
show that the Word is different from created things. 271 

From all this it is sufficiently clear how both Athanasius himself and, at 
least according to Athanasius, the ante-Nicene authors and the Fathers at 
Nicea proceeded. They began with certain familiar images, .especially scrip¬ 
tural ones; they grasped a certain intelligibility in these very images, which 
they expressed by the concept and the term ‘consubstantiality’; lastly, hav¬ 
ing derived this concept from sensible data and being guided mainly by the 
words of scripture, they adapted it to the process of conceiving, as far as pos¬ 
sible, the divine generation of the Son. 

Athanasius absolutely insisted that this adaptation be made for both the 
name ‘Son’ and the term ‘consubstantial’: 


270 Athanasius, Epistola ad Afros episcopos, 6; mg 26, 1039 ab. 

271 Athanasius, De decretis Nicacnae synodi, 20; mg 25, 451 CD; Opitz, aw II 17 
12 - 21 . 
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Deinde quemadmodum ubi eum prolcm dicimus, hoc non humano more 
inteiligimus; et cum Patrem esse Deum agnoscimus, non corporalia de illo 
cogitamus: sed dum ilia audimus exempla huiusmodique verba, ea tamen 
congruent! modo de Deo inteiligimus, non enim Deus ut homo; sic cum 
consubstantialem audimus, omnem sensum transcendere debemus et iuxta 
Proverbium (23.1) spiritualiter imelligere quae apponuntur nobis; ut cog- 
noscamus non voluntate sed revera eum Filium ex Patre germanum esse, 
quasi ex fonte vitam et ex luce splendorem. 


Quo usque vero ipse Athanasius hanc adaptationem atque purificationem 
perfecerit, sequentibus forte innuitur: 

... propterea non duos Deos, sed unum dicamus, cum una sit species divinita- 
tis, ut est lux et splendor; ilia enim patriarchae Iacob visa est, aitque Scriptu¬ 
ral 'Ortus est autem illi sol, postquam transivit species Dei’ (Gen 32.31) • Hoc 
cum viderent sancti prophetae, ac intelligerent cuiusnam sit ille Filius et ima¬ 
go, aiebant: 'Factum est Verbum Domini ad me' (Is 38.4; Ier 1.2,4, u): mm ‘ 
que Patrem in eo visum revelatumque cognoscerent, fidenter dicebanc: 

‘Visus est mihi Deus patrum nostrorum, Deus Abraam et Isaac et Iacob (Ex 
od 3.16). Cum igitur ita se res habeat, cur eum qui unus est cum Patre, et tabs 
apparet qualis est Pater, secundum similitudinem atque unam divimtatem, 
veremur dicere consubstantialem? Si enim, quemadmodum saepius dictum 
est, nullam habet ut Filius proprietatem similitudinemve cum patema sub¬ 
stantia, ea voce uti recte veremur. Sin autem ille est Patrts propria vis illumi- 
natrix et creatrix, sine qua nec creat, nec cognoscitur (omnia enim per 
ipsum et in ipso consistunt), cur rem intelligentes, recusamus vocem id sig- 
nificantem proferre? Quid enim est esse eiusdem naturae esse cuius Pater, 
nisi esse illi consubstantiale? Non enim alienum Deus veluti mmistro egens 
Filium assumpsit; neque opificia Creators sunt dignitate paria, ut perinde ilia 
atque ipse honorentur, aut, ut putandum sit, ea et Patrem unum esse. Alio- 
quin ausit quis haec dividere, ac dicere solem et splendorem duo esse lumi- 
na, aut diversam aliquam substantiam, aut splendorem soils aecidens esse, et 
non simplicem ac purum solis partum; ita ut duo quidem sint sol et splendor, 
una tamen lux, eo quod ille a sole oriatur. Cum huiusmodi sit, imo magis in- 
separabilis natura Filii a Patre, et cum divinitas Filio non acciderit, sed pater- 
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In saying that he is an offspring, we do not understand this in a hu¬ 
man way, and when we recognize God as Father, we do not think of 
him in physical terms. Rather, when we hear those examples and ex¬ 
pressions of this sort, we understand them in a way that is proper to 
God, for God is not human. Accordingly, when we hear the Son re¬ 
ferred to as consubstantial, we must totally transcend the senses and, 
mindful of Proverbs 23a, understand in a spiritual way what is being 
set before us, so that we may know that it is not by an act of will but 
in reality that the Son is born of the Father, as life from a source and 
radiance from a light. 272 

The following passages give a good indication of just how far Athanasius 
himself carried out this adaptation and purification. 

... let us say, therefore, that there are not two gods, but only one, 
since divinity has one aspect, just as a light and its radiance have. 
That divinity appeared to Jacob, and scripture says, ‘The sun rose 
upon him after the vision of God had passed’ (Genesis 32.31). When 
the holy prophets saw this and understood whose Son and image it 
was, they said, ‘The Word of the Lord came to me’ (Isaiah.38.4; Jere¬ 
miah 1.2, 4,11); and when they realized that the Father was seen and 
revealed in him, they confidently declared, ‘The God of our fathers, 
the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, has appeared to me’ (Exo¬ 
dus 3.16). Since this is so, why are we afraid to say that he is cqnsub- 
stantial with the Father, since he is one with the Father and shows us 
what the Father is like, by reason of his likeness to the Father and 
of the one divinity between them? For if, as has often been said, he 
as Son has nothing that belongs to or is similar to the Father’s sub¬ 
stance, then we are right in being afraid to use that term. But if he 
is the Father’s own illuminative and creative power, without which 
the Father neither creates nor is made known (for all things exist 
through him and in him), why do we who understand this to be so 
still refuse to utter the word that signifies it? What does it mean to be 
of the same nature as the Father if not to be consubstantial? It is not 
as if God, needing a servant, took someone unlike himself and made 
him to be his Son. The works of the Creator are not equal in dignity 
to their Maker so that they are to be honored as he is honored, or 

272 Athanasius, Desynodis, 42; MG 26, 767 ab; Opicz, aw ii, 267, 27 - 268, 5. 
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na divinitas in Filio sit; ita ut qui videt Filium, in ipso Patrem videat, cur qui 
huiusmodi est, non dicatur consubstantialis? 273 


Hinc Filius alius non est Deus, quia non extrinsecus effictus est: alioquin 
complures dii inducerentur, si extranea excogitaretur divinitas praeter Patris 
divinitatem. Tametsi enim aliud est Filius, ut genitus: attamen idem est, ut 
Deus: atque adeo ipse et Pater unum sunt cum naturae proprietate, turn ead- 
em et una divinitate, quernadmodum dictum est. Enimvero ipse quoque 
splendor lux est, nec sole posterior, neque alia lux, neque quatenus eius fit 
particeps, sed totus proprius eius fetus. Huiusmodi porro fetus necessario lux 
una est, nec dici potest duas illas esse luces, sed duo quidem esse solem et 
splendorem, unam vero ex sole ortam lucem esse, quae in splendore orbem 
illuminat universum. Ita similiter Filii divinitas, est quoque ipsa Patris, quam 
quidem ob causam individua est, atque hocpacto unus est Deus, nec alius est 
praeter ilium. Quia ergo unum illi sunt, unaque ipsa est divinitas, idcirco ea- 
dem de Filio quae de Patre dicuntur, Patris excepto nomine. Sic ergo Filius 
dicitur Deus: Et Deus erat Verbum ; item Omnipotens: Haec dicit qui erat, et qui 
est, et qui venturus est Omnipotens-, similiter Dominus: Unus Dominus Iesus Ckris- 
tus ; lux quoque esse dicitur, Ego sum lux; nec non peccata delere: Ut autem 
sciatis, inquit, quia Filius hominis habet potestatem in terra dimittendi peccata; et 
quaecumque alia similia inveneris. Nam omnia, inquit ipse Filius, quaecunque 
habet Pater mea sunt; et rursus, mea tua sunt 274 
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• that we must believe that they and the Father are one. Against this, 
someone might even go so far as to say that the sun and its radiance 
are two different lights, or are different in substance, or that radiance 
is an accident of the sun and not its pure and simple offspring; but as 
it is, although the sun and its radiance are two different things, still 
the light is one because it comes from the sun. Since the nature of 
the Son is even more inseparable from the Father, and since divinity 
is not something added to the Son, but the Father’s divinity is in the 
Son, so that whoever sees the Son sees the Father in him, why should 
one such as he is not be said to be consubstantial? 273 

Hence the Son is not another God, because he was not fashioned from 
some extraneous substance; otherwise there would be a multitude of 
gods, if divinity were thought of as anything other than the divinity of 
the Father. For even though the Son as begotten is not the Father, nev¬ 
ertheless as God he is the same as the Father, and so he and the Father 
are one in having the same nature and one and the same divinity, as we 
have said. For the radiance of the sun is also light, is not later than the 
sun in time, nor a different light, nor a limited participation of it, but is 
fully the sun’s own offspring. And such an offspring is necessarily one 
light; it cannot be said that those lights are two lights. The sun and its 
radiance are indeed two different things, yet there is only one light that 
comes from the sun and with its radiance illumines the entire world. 
Thus in a similar way the divinity of the Son is also that of the Father, 
and for this reason it is also singular, and therefore God is one and 
there is no other besides him. Hence, because they are one and their 
divinity is one, it follows that the same things are said of the Son as are 
said of the Father, with the exception of the name ‘Father.’ Thus the 
Son is said to be God: ‘And the Word was God. ’ He is also called the Al¬ 
mighty: ‘I am ... who is and who was and who is to come, the Almighty.’ 
He is called Lord: ‘One Lord.Jesus Christ,’ and also light: ‘l am the 
light.’ He is said to forgive sins: ‘But that you may know,’ he said, ‘that 
the Son of Man has authority on earth to forgive sins. ’ And you may find 
any number of similar things in scripture. For, as the Son himself says, 
‘All that the Father has are mine’; and again, ‘All mine are yours.’ 274 

273 Athanasius, De synodis, 52; mg 26, 786 c - 787 b; Opitz, aw n, 275, 34 - 276, 20. 

274 Athanasius, Oratio 3 contra Arianos, 4; mg 26,327 c, 330 ab; the texts cited are: 

John 1.1; Revelation 1.8; X Corinthians 8.6; John 8.12; Luke 5.24; John 16.15; 
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Quibus in locis quattuor sunt observanda: (1) initialis ratio consubstan- 
tialitatis, quae in rebus creatis perspecta per conceptus originis, similitu- 
dinis, coniunctionis exprimitur; (2) principia quibus ex rebus sensibilibus et 
creatis ad Deum eumque trinum ascenditur; (3) interpretatio imaginis in lu- 
mine principionim; (4) ipsa terminalis ratio consubstantialitatis prout in 
Deo trino intelligitur. 

Initialis ratio turn in aliis turn maxime in sole et splendore perspicitur: ori¬ 
tur enim splendor ex sole et quidem secundum ipsam rei naturam intrinse- 
camque rationem; simillimus soli est splendor, imo est ipse sol apparens; 
maxime denique intimitate coniunguntur sol eiusque splendor ut vel alius 
sine alio esse non possitve! etiam una eademque agnoscatur lux sive in sole 
sive in splendore eius. 

Principia deinde, quibus ex sensibilibus et creatis in Deum trinum pro- 
ceditur, partim .quidem natural! rationis lumine innotescunt, partim autem 
nisi divinitus revelata innotescere non possunt. Naturale enim lumen non 
excedit vel existentiam Dei concludere vel analogicum aliquem Dei concep¬ 
tual efformare (db 1806, ds 3026); et tamen per principia naturalia myste- 
rium SS. Trinitatis neque intelligi neque demonstrari potest (db 1816; ds 

3041). 

Interpretatio proinde imaginis in lumine principiorum alia et alia est pro 
diligentia atque intelligentia vel minori vel maiori quibus evitantur meta- 
phorae et anthropomorphismi, seliguntur rerum creatarum aspectus ut an- 
alogice in Deum ascendatur, attenduntur atque applicantur verba sacrae 
scripturae quibus solis innotescit SS- Trinitas. 

Ita in locis citatis imaginem interpretatus est Athanasius ut una eademque 
dicatur lux tarn in sole quam in splendore, cui uni luci quodammodo 
correspondeat una species seu forma divinitatis, quae et Verbum Dei est, et 
imago Dei Patris, et Patris propria vis creatrix et illuminatrix, et paterna di- 
vinitas in Filio, quam revelatam testati sunt olim prophetae et novissime ipse 
Filius dicens: qui videt me, videt et Patrem (lo 14.9). 


Terminalis denique ratio non solum omnem transcendit imaginem sed 
etiam quodammodo omnem intelligibilitatem in imagine perspectam. Sicut 
enim aequationes campi electromagnetici a Maxwell inventae ita ex ima- 
ginibus ortae sunt ut tamen nulla sit imago quae iis correspondeat, ita etiam 
regula ab Athanasio posita nisi conceptus et iudicia non respicit. Eadem 



In these passages, there are four things to be noted: (l) the initial notion 
of consubstantiality, grasped in created things and expressed in the con¬ 
cepts of origin, similitude, and union; (3) principles that guide the ascent of 
the mind from sensible created realities to God, indeed a triune God; (3) 
the interpretation of an image in light of these principles; and (4) the ter¬ 
minal notion of consubstantiality as understood in reference to the Trinity. 

The initial notion is grasped in various realities butespecially in the image 
of the sun and its radiance; for the radiance comes from the sun and does 
so in accordance with its nature and intrinsic essence. The radiance is most 
similar to the sun; in fact, it is the sun itself as seen by ns. Finally, the sun and 
us radiance are most intimately one, so that one cannot exist without the 
other, and we recognize that the one same light is in the sun and in its radi- 
ance. 

Next, of the principles that guide our advance from the sensible things of 
creation to the triune God, some are indeed known by the natural light of 
our reason and some can be known only through divine revelation. For it is 
not beyond our natural light either to conclude to the existence of God or 
to form some analogical concept of God (db 1806, ds 3026, nd 115); and 
through natural principles alone the mystery of the Trinity can be neither 
understood nor demonstrated (db 1816, ds 3041, nd 137). 

Accordingly, the successful interpretation of an image in light of the prin¬ 
ciples will depend upon how diligently and intelligendy one avoids all met¬ 
aphor and anthropomorphism, selects from created things those aspects 
that will be of help towards an analogical ascent to God, and attends to and 
applies the words of sacred scripture through which alone the mystery of the 
Trinity is made known to us. 

Thus, in the passages quoted above, Athanasius interpreted the image in 
this way, that one and the same light was in both the sun and its radiance, 
and that to this one light there corresponds the one manifestation or form 
of divinity, which is the Word of God, the image of God the Father, the Fa¬ 
ther's own creative and illuminative power, and the Father's divinity in the 
Son, revealed and attested to by the prophets of old, and in these last days 
by the Son himself, who said, ‘Whoever sees me, sees the Father also' (John 

14.9). : J 

Finally, the terminal notion of consubstantiality not only transcends all 
imagery but in some way also transcends all the intelligibility grasped in an 
image. For just as Maxwell's equations for the electromagnetic field were de¬ 
rived from images yet without any image corresponding to them, so also the 
rule laid down by Athanasius refers only to concepts and judgments. For the 
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enim de Filio quae de Patre dicuntur, excepto Patris nomine. Quod non 
solum ab imaginibus praescindit sed etiam in nullo imaginabili vel perspici 
vel intelligi potest. 

9 Regula ab Athanasio posita in posteriori theologia est notissima. Aliter 
tamen se habet haec regula in scriptis Athanasii et aliter in posterioribus. In 
his enim et systematice fiindatur et technice exprimitur: una in divinis est 
ousia, divinitas, potentia, operatio, tres autem sunt personae, proprietatibus 
personalibus eisque relativis inter se real iter distinctae; quarum omnia 
unum sunt ubi non obviat relationis oppositio. 275 Apud Athanasium autem 
eadem regula est quasi ultima quaedam conclusio in quam totum opus ma- 
gis vel minus directe tendit. Quam ob causam, qui nisi statica intelligere non 
valet, etiam Athanasii multa dicta parum intelligit. Sit illud supra notatum: 
Filium non tantum Patri similem sed eandem rem similitudine ex Patre 
esse. 276 Ubi et negatur mera similitudo et affirmatur quaedam identitas. 
Quemadmodum vero sit identitas similitudine, haud concipi posse videtur 
si quis solam regulam de attributis considerat et ab ipsa genesi notionis ex 
notis imaginibus haustae praescindit. 

At praeterea Athanasius posteriorem distinctionem inter ousian et hy¬ 
postases non usurpavit. Earn sane audivitatque intellexit, 277 qui tamen pro¬ 
pria mente iudicavit idem significare et dicere turn ouaia turn to ov turn 
vTtap^u; turn uttooiaot^. 278 

Sectio Decima: Motus Antenicaeni Structura 

1 Qui auctores christianos et antenicaenos tamquam doctrinae trinitariae 
testes ita adhibere voluerit, ut neque mirum nimis videatur quod dixerint 
neque falsum ex eo concludatur quod omiserint, eum oportet sane ea per- 
specta atque explorata habere quae superius narravimus circa ‘homoou- 
sion,’ ‘unius substantiae,’ ‘imaginem ipsius bonitatis,’ Arianas et affines 
sententias, Sabellianismum, gnosticismum, et iudaeo-christianismum. 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


199 Part l: Prolegomena 


same things are said of the Son as are said of the Father, except that the Son 
is not the Father. Not only does this rule prescind from images, it also can¬ 
not be grasped or understood in anything imaginable. 

9 Athanasius’s rule is a commonplace in later theology. Still, it is present in 
different ways in his writings and in later theological discourse. In the latter 
it is grounded systematically and expressed in technical terminology: one 
substance (ousia), one divinity, one power, one operation in God, but three 
persons really distinct by reason of their personal and relational properties, 
of whom all things are one where there is no relational opposition. 275 With 
Athanasius, however, this rule is, as it were, a final conclusion, to which his 
entire work more or less directly tends. This is why one who can understand 
only what is static will have little understanding of much of what Athanasius 
said. Take, for example, what was mentioned above: the Son is not only like 
the Father but is the same thing through his similitude from the Father. 2 ’ 6 
Here he denies that there is merely a similitude and affirms an identity. But 
just how there can be identity through similitude cannot be understood if 
one considers only the rule concerning attributes and prescinds from the 
genesis of the notion of consubstantiality derived from the familiar images. 

But also, the later distinction between ousia and hypostases is not found in 
Athanasius; No doubt he knew of and understood the distinction, 277 but in 
his own mind considered that oucrict and to ov and unap^u; and UTtocrtaoii; all 
signified and denoted the same thing. 278 

10 The Structure of the Ante-Nicene Movement 

1 Whoever may wish to call upon the Ante-Nicene Christian authors as 
witnesses of the doctrine of the Trinity will certainly have to have a solid 
and thorough grasp of what we have been saying about homoousion, about ‘of 
one substance,’ about ‘the image of goodness itself,’ about Arians and Semi- 
Arians, and about Sabellianism, Gnosticism, and Judeo-Christianity; other¬ 
wise, what those authors actually said may seem very strange indeed, and 
false conclusions could be drawn from what they did not say. 

275 See below, thesis 3. 

276 Athanasius, De decretis Nicaenae synodi, 20; mg 25,451 b; Opitz, aw ii, 17,9. See 
Charles Hauret, Comment le Defenseur de Nicee’ a-t-U compris he dogme deNicee? 
([Rome]: Pontificia University Gregoriana, 1936); Joseph Lebon, ‘Le sort du 
Consubstantiel” Niceen,’ Revue d’histoire ecclesiastique 47 (1952) 485—529. 

277 Athanasius, Tomus ad Antiochenos, 5; mg 26,801 ab. 

278 Athanasius, Epistola ad AfrosEpiscopos, 4; mg 26, 1036 b. 
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Quae tamen omnia, etsi necessaria, haud sufficiunt Multa etenim et di- 
versa sunt, quae nisi in unum coniunguntur et colligantur, mentem potius 
obnubilant ipsamque rem obscurant quam claritatem afferunt rerumque 
ordinem exhibent. 

At quam nunc venamur claritatem quemque ordinem quaerimus ideo 
difficilius attingimus, quia doctrinae trinitariae evolutio non quasi in vacuo 
quodam culturali et doctrinali peracta est sed quam proxime cum aliis 
coniungebatur motibus qui turn scripturarum exegesin, turn stoicae et Pla- 
tonicae philosophiae influxum, turn denique ipsam Dei conceptionem res- 
piciunt. 

Neque satis. His enim omnibus tamquam fluctibus in superficie agitati 
maris elevatis, profundior substernitur atque potentior quasi cursus 
aquarum et impetus, ut quidquid olim didicerant Hebraei, quidquid Grae- 
ci, in unum atque novum vivendi et cogitandi modum christianum coniun- 
gantur et componantur, 

Quam ob causam, ut a profundioribus ordiamur, schemata quaedam 
praemittemus turn circa culturam culturaeque evolutionem (§2), turn circa 
differentiam inter culturam hebraicam etgraecam (§3); mox quasi lineam 
indicabimus secundum quam evolvebantur scripturarum exegesis (§4), 
philosophiae graecae influxus (§ 5 ), et Christiana Dei conceptio (§6); rem 
denique nostram attingentes, doctrinae trinitariae evolutionem adumbrare 
conabimur (§7). 

2 Quid cultura eiusque euolutio 

Non sensu academico qui alios homines incultos alios autem distinguit ex- 
cultos, sed sensu anthropologico hie intendimus culturam ut tarn in tribu- 
bus quantumvis primitivis et miseris quam in maximis populis cultura veri 
nominis agnoscatur. 

Culturae proinde elementum quasi materiale ponimus in potentiis huma- 
, nis, in dispositionibus et habitibus, in operationibus, et in operatis; quae 
quidem omnia secundum mutuas eorum relationes intelliguntur, ut scilicet 
dispositiones et habitus potentias perficiant atque determinent, operationes 
ex dispositionibus et habitibus prompte, facile, delectabiliter procedaht, 
operata denique ex operationibus resultent. 

Quibus statim accedit principium quoddam seu lex coniunctionis et com- 
positionis. Operationes enim eiusmodi esse solent ut alia alteri coniungi 
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Still, all that we have said on those topics, however necessary, is by no 
means sufficient. For there are many diverse matters here, and unless these 
are brought together in an overall view, they will only confuse the mind and 
cloud the issues rather than clarify them and reveal the order among them. 

But the clarity and order we are now seeking are made more difficult to 
attain because of the fact that the development of trinitarian doctrine did 
not take place in a cultural and doctrinal vacuum but was very closely bound 
up with other movements, in scriptural exegetics, in the influence of Sto¬ 
icism and Platonism, and in the ways of conceiving God. 

But that is not all. For just as beneath the towering waves on the surface 
of a stormy sea flow deeper and more powerful undercurrents, so below all 
of these movements the strong currents of Hebrew and Greek culture 
flowed together and coalesced to create a new, a Christian, way of life and 
thought. 

For this reason, to begin with those deeper currents, we shall first present 
a brief sketch both of culture itself and its development (§ 2) and of the dif¬ 
ferences between Hebrew and Greek culture (§3); then we shall indicate 
the line of development of scriptural exegetics {§4), of the influence of 
Greek philosophy (§5), of the Christian conception of God (§6), and, com¬ 
ing at last to our main objective, we shall attempt an outline of the develop¬ 
ment of the doctrine of the Trinity (§7). 

2 Culture and cultural development 

By ‘culture’ here we mean not culture in the rather elitist sense of the word 
that speaks of some people as cultured and others as uncultured, but in the 
anthropological use of the term which recognizes that the poorest and most 
primitive tribes no less than the highly civilized nations of the world have a 
culture in the true sense of the word. 

The material element of culture resides in human capacities, in disposi¬ 
tions and habits, and in operations and the works they produce. All of these 
we understand according to the way they are related to one another, that is, 
as dispositions and habits perfecting and determining human capacities, as 
operations proceeding from dispositions and habits promptly and with ease 
and satisfaction, and finally as the works that result from these various oper¬ 
ations. 

To this we immediately add what we may call the principle or law of com¬ 
bination and coalescence. Operations are generally such that in combina- 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 



202 Pars Prima: Praemittenda 


possit unde resultet operatum quoddam compositum; imo paucae quae- 
dam operationes, secundum multas et diversas combinationes permuta- 
tionesque coniunctae, ingentem prorsus operatorum diversitatem pariunt. 
Ita qui paucas quasdam litteras exscribere didicit, quodcumque in lingua 
dicitur etiam scribere potest; neque aliter res se habet in aliis artibus vel 
liberalibus vel practicis; his enim in omnibus operationes quaedam inve- 
niuntur fundamentals, quae variis quasi gradibus et mensuris modificari et 
adiunctis adaptari possunt, unde exsurgit immensa quaedam combina- 
tionum et permutationum possibilitas. Neque vel sciendae ab artibus dis¬ 
crepant. Si enim vel Euclidis geometriam vel S. Thomae Contra Gentiles 
perscrutatus eris, singula theoremata vel singulas conclusiones inveneris 
ex relative paucis procedere operationibus quae pro aliis et aliis adiunctis 
aliter et aliter modificantur et adaptantur. Neque illud denique praeter- 
mittendum est quod non solum unius individui sed etiam multorum quo- 
modocumque collaborantium operationes ita coniunguntur ut operata 
componantur. 

Iam vero ideo operamur ut bonum attingamus. Et cum finis ultimus sit 
bonum per essentiam, proximi fines sunt bona per participationem; quae 
quidem tripliciter dividuntur ut alia dicantur bona particularia, aliud bo¬ 
num ordinis, alius denique valor. Et bona quidem particularia sunt ea no- 
tissima quae appetuntur. Bonum autem ordinis est illud principium 
formale unde bonorum particularium oritur quasi profluvius continuus, e. 
g., systemata matrimonialia, technologica, oeconomica, politica, litteraria, 
scientifica, educativa, religiosa. Valor denique est propter quern homo ra- 
tione utens alium ordinem alteri praefert, e.g., matrimonium christianum, 
capitalismum, democratiam, etc. 

Quibus perspectis, forte concluderis alias gentes, cum alios magis aesti- 
ment valores, aliud ordinis bonum eligere unde talia et talia habeant con- 
sueta bona particularia ex talibus et talibus coniunctis operationibus orta. 
Ita tamen res humanae sub specie potius aeternitatis quam temporis consid- 
erantur, si quidem non conspiciuntur valores nisi in ipso ordinis bono, 
neque ordinis bonum nisi in bonis particularibus, neque alia bona particu¬ 
laria habentur nisi ea quae quemadmodum vel producantur vel acquirantur 
iam per ipsas exercitas operationes innotuit. Quam ob causam, qui cul- 
turarum ortum evolutionemque cognoscere voluerit, potius ad ipsas 
operationes attendere debet, quemadmodum exerceantur, coniungantur, 
adiunctis modificentur, in complexiones paulatim maiores coalescant, 
donee ad earn perveniatur dynamicam quasi structuram quae proxime qui- 
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tion they produce a composite result. In fact, even a very few operations, 
when brought together in many different permutations and combinations, 
produce a great diversity of results. So, for example, anyone who learns how 
to write the relatively few letters of the alphabet of a particular language is 
capable of writing anything that is said in that language. The same holds for 
any of the liberal or practical arts; for in all of these there are certain funda¬ 
mental operations that can be modified in various ways and degrees and 
adapted to different circumstances, so that there is an enormous number of 
possible permutations and combinations. Nor are the sciences different 
from the arts in this respect. If you examine Euclid’s geometry or St Tho¬ 
mas’s Summa contra Gentiles, you will find that the particular theorems and 
particular conclusions are arrived at from relatively few operations that can 
be modified and adapted in various ways according to circumstances. Final¬ 
ly, we must not overlook the fact that operations that are combined to pro¬ 
duce a composite result can be performed not only by a single individual but 
also by many individuals working together in any number of ways. 

Now, the reason why we do things is to produce or acquire some good. 
And since the ultimate end is that which is good by reason of its essence, 
proximate ends are goods by participation. In these there is a threefold 
division: particular goods, the good of order, and value. Particular goods 
are the familiar goods of everyday life that we all desire to have. The good of 
order is the formal principle from which there arises a steady stream of par¬ 
ticular goods: matrimonial arrangements, technologies, economic and po¬ 
litical systems, and literary, scientific, educational, and religious institutions. 
Lastly, value is that criterion by which a reasonable person chooses one or¬ 
der instead of another - Christian marriage, for example, or capitalism, or 
democracy, and so forth. 

From this, one may perhaps conclude that different peoples, having dif¬ 
ferent sets of values, choose different goods of order from which they may 
expect to obtain their customary particular goods, by whatever joint opera¬ 
tions those goods are produced. But that would be to take a rather abstract 
and atemporal view of human affairs, since values are perceived only in the 
good of order, and the good of order is perceived only in particular goods, 
and there are no other particular goods apart from those whose manner of 
production or acquisition are known through the actual performance of the 
operations themselves. To discover how cultures emerge and evolve, there¬ 
fore, one must look at those operations to see how they are performed, and 
the ways in which they are combined and modified according to circum¬ 
stances and coalesce into gradually larger complexes, until one arrives at a 
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dem in hominibus, amicitia coniunctis vel discordia separatis, propter bona 
particular^ operantibus conspicitur et quasi implicite tantum ordinis bono 
informatur et valore actuatur. 

Quae cum ita sint, ad fmem nostrum properemus, alias scilicet culturas 
per-saecula fere immotas manere, alias per nescio quam tensionem vel ipsi 
complexioni culturali intrinsecam vel ex adiunctis externis impositam ita 
iugiter novas operationes invenire, novas modificationes introducere, novas 
combinationes et permutationes ten tare, novis frui particularibus bonis, ut 
etiam circa ordinis bonum fiant experimenta et novi valores conspiciantur 
humani. Cui evolution! fundamental! aliud accedit genus, cum per commu- 
nicationem vel per ipsorum populorum quasi permixtionem duae et diver- 
sae culturae in unum confluant, mutuo quodammodo coniungantur atque 
adaptentur, unde et resultet tertia quaedam cultura ex prioribus quasi con- 
flata atque composita. 

3 Quemadmodum differant cultura hebraica et graeca 

Ut a radice quasi omnium communi ordiamur, illud a B. Malinowski 279 no- 
tatum recolimus, primitivos scilicet non minus caeteris hominibus et intel- 
ligentes et rationales se exhibere quamdiu de rebus practicis agatur, quam 
primum autem de iis quaeratur quorum experimentum proximum atque 
manifestum non habeant, mythum et magiam omnia invadere et dominari. 

Quod si primitivos mittimus et ad antiquissimas illas atque altissimas ac- 
cedimus civilizationes - Aegyptiorum dico, Babyloniorum, Cretensium, 
eorum quoque quae secus flumina Indus et Hoang-ho olim floruerunt, vel 
etiam in America Incarum, Mayarum, Tolteccarum - eandem fere regulam 
aliis sub adiunctis observatam esse invenimus. Apud eos enim ita late 
extendebatur vitae practicae campus ut omnis ars construendi, scribendi, 
calculandi, organizandi coleretur quin tamen e vita politica et religiosa ex- 
pelleretur vel mythus vel magia. Unde K. Jaspers visum est cardinem quen- 
dam historiae humanae et quasi axem in ilia poni aetate inter annos 800 et 
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sort of dynamic structure that is most obviously to be seen in human beings 
themselves, whether on good terms or at odds with one another, working for 
particular goods - a structure that is, in a way, only implicitly informed by 
the good of order and animated by values. 

With this, we may now sum up our brief discussion of culture. We find 
that some cultures remain virtually unchanged for centuries while others, 
because of some internal stress upon their cultural fabric or some pressure 
from without, are constantly developing new operations, introducing fur¬ 
ther modifications, and trying out different permutations and combina¬ 
tions, and so enjoy a whole array of new particular goods, so that even the 
good of order itself is the subject of experimentation, and new human val¬ 
ues come to light. To this basic development there is added a further devel¬ 
opment when, through the media of communication or through a mingling 
of peoples, two diverse cultures flow together and coalesce, each adapting to 
the other, with the result that there is now a third culture, a fusion and com¬ 
posite of the previous two. 

3 The differences between the Hebrew and Greek cultures 

To begin with what is at the root of all cultures, we recall Malinowski’s 
observation 279 that so-called primitive people are evidently no less intelli¬ 
gent and rational than any other human beings as long as they are dealing 
with practical matters, but as soon as they are asked about things of which 
they clearly have no immediate experience, it is then that myth and magic 
enter in and take over. 

But if we leave the primitive aside and look to the most advanced civiliza¬ 
tions in the ancient world - the Egyptians, the Babylonians, the Minoans, 
and the dwellers along the banks of the Indus and the Huang-Ho, not to 
mention those in America, the Incas, the Mayas, and the Toltecs - we find 
that the same rule applies to them, regardless of the different circumstances 
in which they lived. For, while they greatly enlarged the field of practical life 
through their advances in architecture, writing, calculation, and organiza¬ 
tion, myth and magic remained very much a part of their political and reli¬ 
gious life. In the view of Karl Jaspers, a turning point, an axial period, in 

279 Bronislaw Malinowski, Magic, Science and Religion, and Other Essays (Garden 
City, ny: Doubleday Anchor Books, 1954). Robert Redfield, The Primitive 
World and Its Transformations (Ithaca, ny: Cornell University Press, 1959). 
Henri Frankfort and others, Before Philosophy: The Intellectual Adventure of 
Ancient Man (Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin, 1959). 
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200 ante Christum ubi, magnis et stabilibus destructis imperiis, homines ad 
individualem rationis usum quasi coacti, personalem responsabilitatem ita 
agnoverunt et susceperunt ut mythus frangeretur. 280 

Quod tamen aliter apud alios factum est. Graeci enim per litteras huma- 
niores, per philosophiam, per scientias, illam differentiationem humanae 
conscientiae perfecerunt, ut praeter vitam practicam aliam induxerint 
vitam theoreticam, practicae vitae magistram et dominant, unde et eos 
diceres ex ipsis potentiis humanis illud instrumentum eduxisse et evolvisse 
quod suapte natura mytho et magiae opponatur. Hebraei autem divinitus 
edocti non per theoriam sed intra ipsius vitae practicae et indolem et cate- 
gorias mythum fregerunt. Deum etenim conceperunt personam eamque 
factis identificatam et notam-, ut Deus sit qui haec et haec in patriarchis, in 
Moyse, per prophetas fecit, dixit, promisit, iussit, minatus est. Qua in con- 
ceptione neque anthropomorphismi evitabantur neque symbolica qua tan- 
tum symbolica explicabantur, et tamen et verior quam inter Graecos Dei 
notitia, et plenior a mythis liberatio, et maior ad bonam vitam efficacia 
habebantur. 281 


Quae cum ita sint, fieri haud potuit quin inter Christianos qui sub impe- 
rio Romano vixerunt oriretur quaestio quemadmodum inter se componi 
deberent et religio ex Iudaeis accepta et cultura inter Graecos evoluta. 282 

4 Problema hermeneuticum 

Quae quidem quaestio nisi tardius non proponebatur theoretice. Qui au¬ 
tem et hebraico vt etgraeco nt utebantur, intelligendi et interpretandi dif- 
ficultates non experiri haud poterant; apocryphis deinde multiplicatis 
scriptis, determinado canonis exigebatur; prds autem atque sparsis haeresi- 
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human history occurred between 800 and 200 bc, when, with the downfall of 
large and stable empires, men and women were more or less compelled to 
think for themselves, to recognize and accept personal responsibility, with 
the result that the power of myth was broken. 280 

This change occurred in different ways among different peoples. 
Through their literature, their philosophy, and their science, the Greeks 
achieved a differentiation of human consciousness whereby they transcend¬ 
ed the pragmatic concerns of life to develop a life of theory that would guide 
and regulate the practicalities of daily living. Hence one could say that out 
of their own human resources they broughtforth and developed that instru¬ 
ment which by its very nature is made to counteract myth and magic. The 
Hebrews, on the other hand, were taught by divine revelation, not by way of 
theory but in terms of the various features and categories of their daily lives, 
and in that way were freed from the power of myth. They conceived God as 
a person, identified and known through his deeds, so that for them God was 
the one who in and through the patriarchs and Moses and the prophets 
performed deeds of power.spoke to them, made promises to them, com¬ 
manded them, threatened them. Although this conception was not free of 
anthropomorphism, and its symbolic elements were not understood as be¬ 
ing merely symbolic, still the Hebrews’ knowledge of God was truer than 
that of the Greeks, their deliverance from myth was more complete, and 
they had more efficacious means available to them for living a good life. 281 

As a result of the vast difference between these cultures, Christians in the 
Roman Empire were unavoidably faced with the question of how to recon¬ 
cile the religion they had from the Jews with the Hellenistic culture in which 
they lived. 282 

4 The hermeneutic problem 

Although this question was not stated in theoretical terms until somewhat 
later, those who were using both the Hebrew Old Testament and the Greek 
New Testament inevitably experienced difficulties in understanding and in- 
terpretation. Then, with the proliferation of apocryphal writings, there was 

280 Karl Jaspers, The Origin and Goal of History, trans. Michael Bullock (London: 

Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1953). 

281 On this difference between the Hebrews and the Greeks, see Eric Voegelin, 

Order and History, vol. 1: Israel and Revelation ; vol. 2: The World of the Polls ; vol. 3 : 

Plato and Aristotle (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1956,1957). 

282 See Danielou, Gospel Message [Message evangelique ]. 
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bus, ipsa problematis complexitas pedetendm eo conduxit ut apud Alexan- 
drinos textus genuinus ederetur, principia hermeneutica stabilirentur, 
commentarii de difficilioribus componerentur. Qui quidem motus, cum 
alios et altiores quasi suo impetu deferret, in primis describi summis saltern 
adlineamentis debet. 

Centrale quoddam problema in symbolis interpretandis inveniebatur. 
Quamvis enim symbola singulari, imo necessaria, efficacia et sensibilitatem 
hominis penetrent et affectivitatem commoveant, satis ambiguam veritatis 
communicationem efficere solent. Iam ludaeo-christianos vidimus doctri- 
nam trinitariam secundum interpretationem Is 6.1 ss. sibi repraesentasse. 
Sed Elkesa'itae Filium et Spiritum sanctum non solum angelos nominabant 
sed eosdem etiam secundum dimensiones enormes, schoenis et millibus 
mensuratas, describebant, et Filium masculum, Spiritum sanctum vero 
femineum habebant. 283 Alios autem Iudaeo-chrisuanos scimus ulterius pro- 
cessisse ut Filium nisi angelum non esse dicerent. 284 Quidam denique 
eorum nisi ipsis verbis Domini nostri non attendebant, et Paulum non apos- 
tolum sed a lege apostatam aestimabant. 285 

Quantum autem molestiae fuerint Gnostici et iam superius illustravimus 
et iterum haec ex Irenaeo addimus: 

Haec autem [gnosticum systema] manifeste quidem [in scripturis] non esse 
dicta quoniam non omnes capiunt agnitionem ipsorum, mysterialiter autem 
a Salvatore per parabolas ostensa iis, qui possunt intelligere, sic: triginta Aeo- 
nas significari p.er triginta annos, sicut praediximus, in quibus nihil in mani¬ 
festo dicunt fecisse Salvatorem; et per parabolam operariorum vineae. 286 
Et Paulum manifestissime dicunt Aeonas nominare saepissime, adhuc etiam 
et ordinem ipsorum servare, sic dicentem: 'In universal generationes saeculi 
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a need to determine the canon of scripture, and with the rise and spread of 
heresies, the sheer complexity of this problem led the Alexandrians to pub¬ 
lish authentic texts, to establish hermeneutical principles, and to produce 
commentaries on the more difficult passages. We must first describe this 
movement, at least in brief outline, since it carried along in its wake other 
more profound movements. 

The central problem was that of interpreting symbolic language. Al¬ 
though symbols have a particularly effective, and quite necessary, role in 
penetrating our sensibility and moving our affectivity, they are fairly unreli¬ 
able in communicating truth. We have seen how the Judeo-Christians rep¬ 
resented the Trinity according to their interpretation of Isaiah 6.1-3. The 
Elkesaites not only called the Son and the Holy Spirit angels, but gave them 
enormous dimensions, measured in acres and miles, and held the Son to be 
masculine and the Holy Spirit feminine. 283 We know that some other Judeo- 
Christians went so far as to say that the Son was just an angel. 284 Still others 
paid attention only to the words of our Lord, and regarded Paul not as an 
apostle but an apostate from the law. 285 

We have already shown how troublesome the Gnostics were, and now we 
add the following from Irenaeus: 

All these things [the gnostic system], they say, were not clearly ex¬ 
pressed [in scripture] because not everyone is capable of knowing 
them; but the Savior through parables revealed them cryptically to 
those who could understand them. Thus, for example, as we have al¬ 
ready mentioned, the thirty Aeons, according to the Gnostics, are 
suggested by the thirty years of the Savior’s hidden life, and also by 
the parable of the workers in the vineyard. 286 And they claim that 


283 Hippoly tus, Refutatio omnium haeresium, ix, l3;Wendland (CCS 26) 251,11-20; 
mg 16/3,3388 bc; see Danielou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity 140. [191- 
92]; Origen, Inloannem, n, 12; Preuschen (gcs 10) 67, 20. 

284 Epiphanius, Haereses, 30,16; Holl, 1 (gcs 25) 354, 4; mg 41,431. 

285 Homiliae Clementinae, xvi, 15; Rehm (gcs 42) 225,15-18; mg 2,378 b. Irenaeus, 
AdversusHaereses, 1, 26, 2; Harvey, x, 212-13, where there is an account of the 
doctrine of the Ebionites. [The reference to Paul is not in the Clementine 
homilies but in Irenaeus.] 

286 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, I, l, 3 ; Harvey, 1, 12; ‘For some [workers] are sent 
about the first hour, some about the third, some about the ninth, and some 
about the eleventh. Now if we add up all the numbers of the hours mentioned 
here, we get the number thirty.’ 
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saeculorum’ (Eph 3.21). Sed et nos ipsos denique in gratiarum acuonibus di- 
centes, 'aeonas aeonum? illos Aeonas significare: et ubicunque Aeon aut Aeo- 
nes nominantur, in illos id referri volunt. Duodecadis autem Aeonum' 
emissionem significatam per id, quod duodecim annorum existens Dominus 
disputaverit cum legis doctoribus, et per Apostolorum electionem: duodecim 
enim Apostolos elegit. Et reliquos octodecim Aeonas manifestari per id, 
quod post resurrectionem a mortuis octodecim mensibus dicant conversat- 
um eum cum discipulis. Sed et praecedentes nominis eius [Triaouq] duas li 
teras lota et Eta, octodecim Aeonas significanter manifestare. 287 Et decern 
autem Aeonas similiter per Iota literam, quod praecedit in nomine eius, sig- 
nificari dicunt. Et propter hoc dixisse Salvatorem: 'Iota unum, aut unus apex 
non praeteriet, quoadusque omnia fianl ,’ 288 



Et non solum autem ex Evangelicis et Apostolicis tentant ostensiones facere, 
convertentes interpretationes, et adulterantes expositiones: sed etiam e Lege 
et Prophetis, cum multae parabolae et allegoriae sint dictae, et in multa trahi 
possint. 289 


At nisi qtiis totum Irenaei opus percurrerit, vix aestimare potest quoties 
exegesin gnosticam impugnare vel saltern exprobare debuerit. Quod si 
Christiani sola defensione fuissent contend, quasi pugil barbarus a Demos- 
thene descriptus qui illic manura movebat ubi iam erat percussus, et maxi¬ 
ma opera contra singulas Gnosticorum sectas perfecissent et parum tamen 
attigissent, cum sat facile vel novae haereses inveniri soleant vel qualiacum- 
que effugia. 

Quam ob causam, haud mirandus est Clemens Alexandrinus qui me- 
thodicam quandam quaesdonum seriadonem commendavit et deinde circa 
singula nomina definidones ponendas docuit, easque ipso nomine clariores 


Paul most clearly and very frequently mentions the Aeons by name 
and observed the order among them when he says, ‘through all gen¬ 
erations, age after age’ (Ephesians 3.21), and that we ourselves signify 
those Aeons when we conclude our prayer of thanksgiving in saying 
aeonas aeonum, ‘for ever and ever’; and they maintain that whenever 
the words ‘Aeon’ or ‘Aeons’ occur, the reference is to those Aeons. 
They also hold that the emission of the dodecad of Aeons is indicated 
by the Lord’s discussion with the teachers of the law at the age of 
twelve and also by his choice of the twelve apostles. They assert that 
the remaining eighteen Aeons are revealed by the fact that after 
his resurrection the Lord remained with his disciples for eighteen 
months. The first two letters of his name [IHEOYE], I (iota) and H 
(eta), they insist, clearly indicate the eighteen Aeons, 28 " 7 and similarly 
the first letter of his name, iota, signifies the decad of Aeons, and it 
was for this reason that the Savior said, ‘Not one iota, not one stroke 
of a letter shall pass from the law until all is accomplished.’ [Matthew 
5.18] 288 

... and it is not only upon the gospels and the apostolic writings that 
they try to base their pretensions by twisting interpretations and falsi¬ 
fying explanations, but they are also able to misrepresent the Law 
and the Prophets in a multitude of ways, since these books contain an 
abundance of parables and allegories. 280 

However, unless one goes through all of Irenaeus’s writings, one can 
scarcely imagine how often he had to attack or at least denounce the exege¬ 
sis of the Gnostics. But if the Christians had been content with merely de¬ 
fending their positions, then, like Demosthenes’ boxer who kept moving his 
hand to where he had just been hit, they would have produced lengthy 
tomes against individual gnostic sects without accomplishing very much in 
the long run, since new heresies and all sorts of evasive arguments are always 
easy enough to find. 

In this situation, it is not surprising that Clement of Alexandria urged that 
a methodical ordering of questions be drawn up and that definitions then 
be given for each of the terms, definitions that would be clearer than the 

287 Where we write 18 and 10, the Romans wrote xvm and x, and die Greeks ih 
and 1. 

288 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses , 1,3,1-2; Harvey, 1,24-26. 

289 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 1,3, 6; Harvey, r, 31. 


The Robert Moilot Collection 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 




212 Pars Prima: Praemittenda 

et ab omnibus admittendas. Nomine autem definito de correspondente 
re utrum existeret quaerendum praecepit ut, ubi de existentia constabat, 
ulterius de rei natura et qualitate investigaretur. Quibus et addidit alia de 
probationibus, de signis, de analysi, de supponendis, de generibus, de dif- 
ferentiis, de speciebus, de praedicamentis, de causis. Quae quidem omnia, 
etsi a Graecis mutuata, manifeste apta nata erant turn ad systematicum scrip- 
turarum studium inculcandum turn ad mentes hominum a vanis specula- 
tionibus symbolicis revocandas easque dirigendas ad res actu existentes 
earumque veras naturas. 290 


5 Problema realismi acritici 

Quod si symbolorum abusus per cognitam rerum existentiam atque na- 
turam sanandus erat, determinata quaedam realitatis notio omnino exige- 
batur. At iam vidimus Tertullianum ita realismo acritico indulgentem ut 
unitatem divinae substantiae quasi organicam sibi fingeret. Neque haec dif- 
ficultas Tertulliano erat propria, cum omnium hominum sit, donee sapien- 
tiores efficiantur, ut saltern implicite supponatur ultimas et fundamentales 
categorias non esse vel ens vel substantiam sed ubi et quando. 

Cuius rei exempla quaedam subiungimus turn postea ex Clemente Ale- 
xandrino turn statim ex Irenaeo, qui cum unum summum Deum demon- 
strare voluerit, maxime ad id quod continet et ea quae continentur attendit: 

Oportet enim aut unum esse qui omnia continet, et in suis fecit unum- 
quodque eorum quae facta sunt, quemadmodum ipse voluit, aut multos rur- 
sus et indeterminatos factores et deos, ab invicem quidem incipientes, ad 
invicem autem desinentes per omnem partem: et alios omnes a foris ab alte- 
ro quodam maiore contineri, et velut inclusos et manentes in suis unum- 
quemque eorum confiteri necessitas erit, nerqinem autem horum omnium 
esse Deum. Deerit enim unicuique eorum partem minutissimam habenti ad 
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terms themselves and would be universally agreed upon. Next, once the 
term was defined, he directed that the question should be asked whether 
there was anything corresponding to it in reality so that, when its existence 
had been established, there should be a further investigation into its nature 
and attributes. To all this he made further recommendations about proofs, 
types of evidence, analysis, suppositions, genera and differences, species, 
categories, causes: All of these, although borrowed from the Greeks, were 
obviously what was needed to implement a systematic study of the scriptures 
and, by diverting the mind from futile empty speculation about symbols, to 
direct it to things that actually exist and to an examination of their true na¬ 
tures. 290 

5 The problem of naive realism 

If the wrong use of symbols was to be corrected through knowing the exist¬ 
ence and nature of things, some definite notion of reality was absolutely nec¬ 
essary. But already we have seen Tertullian tending towards naive realism in 
imagining the unity of the divine substance to be in some way organic. Not 
that this difficulty was peculiar to Tertullian: it is common to all human be¬ 
ings, at least until they gain some wisdom, to suppose at least implicitly that 
the ultimate fundamental categories are place and time instead of being 
and substance. 

We may illustrate this from the following excerpts from the writings of 
Irenaeus and Clement of Alexandria. When Irenaeus wanted to prove the 
existence of one supreme God, he focused on the notions of container and 
the contained: 

For there must be either one being who contains all things and has 
made within his domain everything that has been made and made as 
he willed to make them, or else an indeterminate multitude of mak¬ 
ers and gods, each beginning where the other left off, existing in ev¬ 
ery part of the whole; and it will necessarily follow that all of them are 
outside one another and all within some larger container, and that 
each one remains confined to its own territory, but that not one of all 


290 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, vm, 2-9; Stahlin, nr (gcs 17) 81-102. 

[Clement apparently draws upon Aristotelian terminology here. See Aristotle, 
Rhetoric, 1, 2,1357b 1-24.] 
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comparationem omnium reliquorum, et solvetur Omnipotentis appellatio, et 
necessitas erit in impiecatem cadere talem sensum. 291 


Deinde, quasi ad effugium quoddam Gnosticorum excludendum: 

Adhuc quoque si secundum agnitionem et ignorantiam, intra Pleroma et ex¬ 
tra Pleroma dicunt, sicut quidam ex ipsis dicunt, quoniam qui in agnitione 
est, intra id est, quod agnoscit; ipsum Salvatorem (quern Omnia esse dicunt) 
in ignorantia fuisse consentire eos necesse est... Si igitur Salvator exivit extra 
Pleroma ad investigadonem perditae ovis, Pleroma autem est agnido, extra 
agnitionem factus est, quod est in ignorantia. Aut enim localiter, quod est 
extra Pleroma consentire eos necesse est; et omnia quae praedicta sunt con- 
traria occurrent eis: vel si secundum agnitionem dicunt quod est intus, et ig¬ 
norantiam quod est extra, Salvator illorum, et multo ante Christus, in 
ignorantia facti erunt, extra Pleroma egressi ad formadonem matris ipsorum, 
quod est extra agnitionem. 298 


Accedant sequentia quae non Theodoto Gnostico sed potius Clementi 
Alexandrino ascribunt recentiores editores: 293 

... ‘dico enim vobis, angelos eorum (parvulorum) per omne tempus intueri 
faciem Patris ‘Bead mundi corde, quoniam ipsi Deum videbunt’: eius au¬ 
tem quo pacto sit facies, qui figurae expers sit? Corpora igitur caelesda for- 
mosa et intelligentia novit Apostolus; et diversa eorundem nomina quomodo 
idem diceret, nisi figuris, nisi forma, ni denique corpore aliquo circumscrip¬ 
ta forent? ‘Alia gloria caelesdum, alia terrestrium, alia angelorum, alia arc- 
hangelorum’: inquantum cum corporibus terrestribus, autqualia fuerint 
astra comparentiir, absque corpore et forma sunt; sin vero cum Filio cora- 
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of these would be God. Each one of them, having such a minute part, 
will possess very little compared with all the rest taken together, and 
so the title ‘Omnipotent’ will cease to be, and such a notion will in¬ 
evitably fall into impiety. 291 

Then, as if to forestall any evasion on the part of the Gnostics, Irenaeus 
writes: 

And again, if they say, as some of them do say, that being inside the 
Pleroma or outside the Pleroma depends upon one’s knowing or not 
knowing respectively, since one who has knowledge is inside that 
which one knows, then they will have to agree that the Savior (whom 
they call the All) has been in a state of ignorance ... Therefore, if the 
Savior, in order to.look for a lost sheep, went outside the Pleroma, 
and if to be in the Pleroma is equivalent to knowing, then he went be¬ 
yond the pale of knowledge, which means that he was in ignorance. 
For they must admit either that he was spatially outside the Pleroma 
and so all the above conclusions are against them, or else, if they say 
that to know is to be inside and to be ignorant is to be outside, that 
their Savior, and Christ long before him, must have come to be in ig¬ 
norance, having gone outside the Pleroma to form their mother. 292 

Consider also the following passages from the Excerpta ex Theodoto, which 
recent editors ascribe to Clement of Alexandria rather than to Theodotus 
the Gnostic. 293 

‘... 1 tell you, their (children’s) angels continually look upon the face 
of the Father ...’ ‘Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see 
God.’ How could he who has no shape or form have a face? The apos¬ 
tle, therefore, knows that heavenly bodies are beautiful and intelli¬ 
gent; and how could he give them their various names if they were 
not delineated by some shape or form or body? ‘The glory of heaven¬ 
ly bodies is not the same as the glory of earthly bodies, and the glory 
of angels is different from both, and the glory of archangels is differ- 

291 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 11, 1, 5; Harvey, I, 253-54. 

292 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 11, 5, 2; Harvey, r, 262. 

293 Casey, The Excerpta ex Theodoto of Clement of Alexandria 14-16: Sagnard, 
Clement dAlexandrie, Extraits de Theodote, sc 23; 12-21. 
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paraveris, corpora quidem definita et sensibilia dici possunt. Sic et Filius si 
cum Patre collatus fuerit ... 294 


At vero Filius Patrem videndi principium est, quique facies Patris dicitur. Et 
angeli quidem sunt ignis intelligens, et secundum essentiam spiritus intelli- 
gentes et depurgati. Lux vero intelligens sunt, quippe maximus profectus est 
ab igne intelligente perfecte purgato ... Ad hoc Filius et puritate maiori excel- 
lit, utpote qui lux inaccessa sit Deique potentia ... cuius quidem ‘vestimenta 
ut lux splenduerunt,’ facies vero ‘eius sicuti sol,’ in quem oculis adversis in- 
tueri difficile admodum sit. 295 

Daemonia incorporea dicuntur, non ut corpus non omnino habentia 
(figuram enim quandam habent, et hanc ob causam cruciatus sensum per- 
cipiunt); sed comparatione facta corporum illorum quae salute praedita 
sunt, spiritualium umbra cum sunt, corporis expertia dicuntur. Et angelis 
sunt corpora; visu enim percipiuntur. Quin et ipsa quidem anima est cor- 
porea; itaque Apostolus inquit: ‘Seminatur quidem corpus animale, suscitat- 
ur vero corpus spiritale.’ Quomodo vero animae quae puniuntur sentiunt, 
cum non sint illis corpora? ‘Timete’ ergo, inquit, ‘eum qui post mortem 
potest et animam et corpus in gehennam coniicere.’ Quod enim sensui ap- 
paret, non igni purgatur, sed in terram resolvitur. Contra vero exemplo Laz- 
arie t divitis animam esse corpoream, per membra corporea liquido 
ostenditur. 296 


Quibus in locis satis apparet realismum acriticum in Excerptis .non solum 


296 Ibid. 14. In sequenti excerpto, 15, eadem fit conclusio ex 1 Cor 15.49 et 1 Cor 
13.12. In priori, 10, ponuntur quaedam principia. Angeli, archangeli, ipse ut 
videtur Filius, non sunt sine forma, sine specie, sine figura, sine corpore. Non 
sunt insubstantialia (avouaiog), quamvis non similia habeant corpora his quae 
in terris sunt, Quod videt et videtur, esse non potest sine figura et incorpor- 
eum; videt tamen oculo non sensitivo sed intellectivo, qui a Patre praebetur. 
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ent again.’ Insofar as stars are compared with earthly bodies, they 
have no body or form; but if you compare them with the Son, they 
can he said to be well-defined arid perceptible bodies. This can also 
be said of the Son when compared with the Father ... 294 

But it is from seeing the Son that we see the Father, since he is said to 
be the face of the Father. And the angels are intelligent fire, intelli¬ 
gent spirits with a purified substance, but the greatest outflow issuing 
from a perfecdy purified intelligent fire is intelligent light ■■■ But the 
Son is of even greater purity, for he is inaccessible light and the pow¬ 
er of God ... whose garments are resplendent like light and whose 
face is like the sun, which is hard to look at directly with one’s eyes. 295 

Demons are said to be incorporeal, not that they are totally without 
bodies (for they have a form of some kind, and because of this they 
experience pain). But when compared with the bodies of those who 
have been saved, they are said to be without bodies, since they are the 
shades of spiritual beings. The angels, too, have bodies, for they are 
visible. Moreover, the soul itself is a body; thus the Apostle says, ‘What 
is sown as a physical body is raised as a spiritual body.’ For how could 
the souls who are being punished experience pain if they do not have 
bodies? ‘Therefore,’ says the Lord, ‘fear the one who after your death 
can throw you both body and soul into hell.’ But the part that is per¬ 
ceived by the senses is not purified by fire but decays into earth. The 
parable of Lazarus and the rich man clearly shows that the soul is cor¬ 
poreal since it mentions its bodily parts. 296 

From these passages it is quite apparent that in the Excerpta naive realism 


294 Clement of Alexandria, Excerpta ex Theodoto, 11 [Casey 48, 50; Sagnard 80,82; 
mg 9, 662]. 

295 Ibid. 12 [Casey 50, Sagnard 82, 84; mg 9, 662-63]. 

296 Ibid. 14 [Casey 52, Sagnard 86; mg 9 > 663]. In excerpt 15 the same conclu¬ 
sion is drawn from 1 Corinthians 15 49 and 1 Corinthians 13.12. In an earlier 
excerpt, the tenth, certain general principles are laid down. Angels, archan¬ 
gels, and, it would appear, even the Son himself, are not without form, with¬ 
out appearance, without shape,, without a body. They are not unsubstantial 
(avouaiog), although the bodies that they have are not like those on earth. 
That which sees and is seen cannot be without shape, and incorporeal; how¬ 
ever, the eye with which it sees is not an eye of sense, it is the eye of the intel¬ 
lect, given by the Father. 
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in spontanea quadam confusione 897 fundari sed etiam ex scripturis argu- 
menta colligere; quod etiam de Irenaeo dicendum est. 298 Sed ulteriu?, cum 
Stoici ex suo acritico realismo ad totum quoddam systema philosophicum, 
idque materialisticum, excogitandum processissent, non parva quadam 
affinitate movebantur multi ex antenicaenis ut terminos etiam technicos 
Stoicorum mutuarent eorundemque distinctiones atque theoremata ad 
proprios adaptarent fines. 899 

At ubi error ex scripturis argumenta petit et quasi vestimentum quoddam 
terminorum et distinctionum philosophicum induit, ibi haud expugnatur 
nisi per doctrinam quandam hermeneuticam et per philosophiam opposi- 
tam. Quod quidem Alexandriae factum est. Et Clemens quidem postquam 
de usu symbolorum allatis undique exemplis disseruit, 300 audacter con- 
clusit: 

... quocirca et manus, et pedes, et os, et oculos, et ingressus, et egressus, 
et iras, et minas, nemo existimet did Dei affecdones apud Hebraeos. Ne- 
quaquam: est autem magis pium quaedam ex his nominibus dici alle- 
gorice ... 3 °‘ 

Figura autem et motus, vel status, vel sedes, vel locus, vel dextra, vel sinistra, 
de Patre universorum ne sunt quidem cogitanda: etiamsi haec de ipso scripta 
sunt 302 

Haud tamen sufficit symbolica qua symbolica agnoscere nisi quis ulterius 

297 Sicut enim homo prius ut animal crescit quam ut rationalis deliberat atque 
agit, ita magis inclinatur sensu instinctuque quam intelligentia et ratione 
realia a fictis discern ere 

298 Cf. Iren., Adv. Haer., H, 34,1; Harvey, 1, 381, ubi ex digito Lazari et divids 
lingua arguitur animas a corpore separatas corporis tamen habere figuram. 
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is grounded not only upon a certain spontaneous and unreflective confu¬ 
sion, 897 but also on. arguments taken from scripture; and the same can be 
said about Irenaeus. 298 But further, since the Stoics had proceeded to con¬ 
struct their entire philosophical system, a materialistic one at that, on the ba¬ 
sis of their naive realism, many of the ante-Nicene authors, influenced by 
their close affinity with them, even borrowed the technical terminology of 
the Stoics and adapted their distinctions and theorems to their own pur¬ 
poses. 2 " 

But when error goes to the scriptures for its arguments and clothes itself 
in philosophical terms and distinctions, it can only be overcome by a herme¬ 
neutics and a contrary philosophy. This is what was done in Alexandria. 
After discussing the use of symbols with many illustrative examples, 300 
Clement boldly concluded: 

... therefore let no one think that the Hebrews attributed to God 
hands and feet and mouth and eyes and going out and coming in 
and anger and threats. Not at all. It is more pious to believe that some 
of these words are said allegorically ... 3 ° l 

But outward form and movement and standing and sitting and place 
and right hand and left hand are not even to be thought of as per¬ 
taining to the Father of all things, even if it is said so in scripture 308 

Still, it is not enough to acknowledge the symbolic as symbolic unless one 


297 For just as humans develop as animals before they reach the stage of rational 
deliberation and action, so they are more inclined to use sense and instinct 
than intelligence and reason in discriminating between what is real and what 
is imaginary. 

298 See Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 11, 34, 1; Harvey, 1, 381, where the finger of 
Lazarus and the tongue of the rich man are used to prove that the souls that 
are separated from the body have the shape of the body. 

299 The extent of this Stoic ‘influence’ is explained by Michel Spanneut, Le 
stoidsme des Peres de I'Eglise, de Clement de Rome a Clement d Alexandrie (Paris: 
Editions du Seuil, 1957). 

300 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, v, cc. 4-10; 19-66; mg 9, 37-102; Stahlin 11 
(gcs 15) 338-70. [4-10 are chapters in book 5, whereas 19-66 reflect a running 
division of the same text.] 

301 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, v, 11; 68, 3; mg g, 103 B; Stahlin, 11 (gcs 15) 
371, 18-21. 

302 Ibid. 71, 4 ; mg 110 a; Stahlin, n (gcs 15) 374,15-18 [emphasis Lonergan’s]. 
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addit quid per symbola significetur quod quidem de Deo incorporeo haud 
dicitur nisi quaestiones moventur philosophicae. Quam ob causam, etsi Ire- 
naeus et Hippolytus imo edam Epiphanius graecos philosophos nisi er- 
rorum fontes non habuerint, 393 longe tamen aliter rem diiudicavit Clemens 
Alexandrinus: 

Apparet itaque, praecedaneas illas liberales Graecorum disciplinas, una cum 
ipsa philosophia, venire divinitus ad homines, non principaliter, sed que- 
madmodum imbres erumpunt in terram bonam, et in fimum, et super 
domos... Philosophiam autem, non dico Stoicam, nec Platonicam, aut Epicu- 
ream, et Aristotelicam, sed quaecumque ab his sectis recte dicta sunt, quae 
docent iustitiam cum pia scientia, hoc totum selectum (touto crujinov to 
£kXsktik6v) dico philosophiam; caetera autem, quae ex humanis ratiocina- 
tionibus persecta adulterarunt, ea numquam divina dixerim. 304 


Neque tantummodo quasi in fontibus distinxit Clemens inter ea quae divi¬ 
nitus Graecis advenerant et ea quae ingenio humano corrupta sunt, sed 
ipse etiam novum quodammodo inquisidonis genus excogitavit atque for- 
mulavit: 

Sed neque antiquissimi philosophi ad contendendum ferebantur et ad du- 

303 Irenaeus quidem Gnosticorum systemata inprimis simillima iis iudicavit quae 
Antiphanes quidam comicus finxerat; at similitudines etiam agnovit cum 
Thale, Homero, Anaximandro, Anaxagora, Democrito, Epicuro, Platone, 
Empedocle, Pythagoreis; unde tamen arguit, si Graeci vera dixerunt, frustra 
venisse Dominum nostrum; sin autem falsa, cur iis credidissent Gnostici {Adv. 
haer., 11, 14, l-fi; Harvey, I, 287-99; cf. philosophorum nomina in indice apud 
Harvey). Hippolytus eo consilio Refutalionem omnium haeresium confecit ut, 
expositis philosophorum et astrologorum sententiis, facilius demonstraret 
haereticos nedum divina ne nova quidem docere sed errores eosque peranti- 
quos (MG 16/3, 30I8 ss.; Wendland, I ss., 32 ss.; sed vide Altaner 146). Epipha¬ 
nius denique eo processit ut inter ipsos haereticos enumerarit et Stoicos et 
Platonicos et Pythagoreos et Epicureos {Haer., v-vni; mg 41. 20* ss.; Holl, 1, 
183 ss.) 
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goes on to ask what is signified by symbols that cannot be said about an in¬ 
corporeal God without raising philosophical questions. Hence, although 
Irenaeus and Hippolytus and even Epiphanius considered the Greek philos¬ 
ophers to be nothing more than sources of error 303 Clement of Alexandria 
had a quite different view of the matter. 

It appears, therefore, that the preparatory liberal arts of the Greeks, to¬ 
gether with their philosophy, have come to humankind from God, not 
according to a preference, but rather like the rains that fall indiscrimi¬ 
nately on good soil and on dung and on rooftops ... By their philoso¬ 
phy I do not mean the philosophy of the Stoics, or Plato, or Epicurus, 
or Aristotle; rather, whatever has been rightly said in any of these 
schools, what they teach about justice along with godly knowledge, all 
of these passages taken together (touto oupuav to ek^sktikov) is what I 
mean by their philosophy. All the other selections which, as the prod¬ 
ucts of purely human reasoning, are corrupt, I would never say were 
from God. 304 

Clement not only drew a distinction in these sources between what had 
come to the Greeks from on high and what was corrupted by human 
thought, he also devised and formulated a new kind of inquiry. 

But if the ancient philosophers were not given to challenging one an- 

303 Irenaeus considered the systems of the Gnostics to be like nothing so much as 
the plots concocted by the comic playwright Antiphanes. But at the same time 
he recognized in those systems some similarities to Thales, Homer, Anaxi¬ 
mander, Anaxagoras, Democritus, Epicurus, Plato, Empedocles, and the 
Pythagoreans. Yet he then argued that if what the Greeks taught was true, our 
Lord’s coming was in vain, and if what they said was false, why would the Gnos¬ 
tics have believed them? {Adversus Haereses, 11, 14, 1-6; Harvey, 1, 287-99; see the 
names of philosophers that appear in Harvey’s index.) Hippolytus composed 
his Refutation of All Heresies with this in mind, that having first expounded the 
opinions of the philosophers and the astrologers, he might the more easily 
demonstrate that the heretics, far from teaching divine truths, taught nothing 
new at all - indeed, nothing but errors, and ancient errors at that (mg 16/3, 
L 3017-56; iv, 3055~I22; Wendland (gcs 26) 1-31, 32-76; but see Altaner, 
Palrology 184-85 [146]). Epiphanius, finally, went so far as to number the Sto¬ 
ics, the Platonists, the Pythagoreans, and the Epicureans among the heretics 
{Haereses, 1, v-vin: mg 41, 201-24; Holl, 1 (gcs 25) 183-97). 

304 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, 1, 7; 37, i and 6; mg 8, 731 b and d and 734 
a; Stahlin, 11 (gcs 15) 24-25. 
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bitandum, nedum nos qui amplectimur earn quae vere est philosophiam: 
quos aperte inventionis causa ad perscrutandum quaerere iubet Scriptura. 
Recentiores autem Graecorum philosophi, inani laudis cupiditate common, 
refellendo simul et contendendo, ad nugas deducuntur inutiles. Contra au¬ 
tem barbara philosophia, omnem expellens contentionem: ‘Quaerite,’ in¬ 
quit, ‘et invenietis; pulsate, et aperietur; petite, et dabitur vobis’ (Mt 7.7; Lc 
xi.9). Atque pulsat quidem per inquisitionem, quae per interrogationem et 
responsionem instituitur oratio, veritads fores, iuxta id quod apparet. Aperto 
autem per scrutadonem eo quod est impedimento, ingeneratur contempla- 
tio scientifica (e7narq|K>vitcf| Gecopia). Iis qui sic pulsant aperitur, ut opinor, 
id quod quaeritur. Et iis qui sic petunt interrogationes secundum Scriptures, 
Deus cognidonem divinitus profectam comprehensivam, quo quidem con- 
tendunt, donat inquisitione vere lucem praebente. Non enim fieri quidem 
potest ut quis inveniat, non autem quaerat: neque ut quaerat quidem, non 
autem perscrutetur: neque ut perscrutetur, non autem explicet et aperiat per 
interrogationem, ad evidentiam deducens id quod quaeritur: neque ut rur- 
sus per accuratum aliquis procedens examen, non deinceps accipiat prae- 
mium, videlicet sciendam eius quod quaeritur. Sed eius quidem est inyenire 
qui quaesierit: quaerere autem eius, qui prius exisdmaverit se nescire. Hinc 
autem ductus desiderio ad id quod pulchrum est inveniendum, benigne 
quaerit, citra contendonem et citra gloriae cupiditatem, interrogando et re- 
spondendo, et ea etiam quae dicuntur considerando. Oportet enim non 
solum eos, qui ad divinas se applicant Scripturas, sed eos etiam qui com¬ 
munes sequuntur notiones, ita proponere quaesdones ut in finem aliquem 
utilem desinat invendo. Turbulentos enim homines, et forehses sermonum 
invendones, alius excipit locus et alia turba: eum autem, qui veritads simul 
est amator et discipulus, oportet esse pacificum, et in inquisidonibus per 
demonstradonem scientificam, et sine nimio amore sui, tan'tum veritads 
amantem, accedere ad comprehensivam cognidonem (yvaaig KOta- 
A.T) 7 CTIKT|) . 3 °^ 
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other and doubting everything, much less should we, who have em¬ 
braced the true philosophy, and whom scripture bids to examine 
everything in a spirit of open inquiry in order to bring more truth to 
light. But being motivated by the inane desire for praise, the more 
recent Hellenic philosophers, for all their constant disputing and re¬ 
futing, end up with trivialities. Quite the contrary, our ‘barbarian’ 
philosophy has no room for contentiousness. ‘Seek,’ it says, ‘and you 
shall find, knock, and it shall be opened to you, ask, and it shall be 
given to you’ (Matthew 7.7, Luke 11.9). Investigation, through inqui¬ 
ry, asking questions and answering, knocks at the door of truth, ac¬ 
cording to whatever appears. When that door is opened through the 
discovery of what was blocking it, we are brought to the contempla¬ 
tion of true knowledge (£7iiGrr|goviicr| Gecopict). As I see it, to those 
who knock in this way, what they seek is opened and revealed. And to 
those who ask questions as scripture bids them, God grants from on 
high the comprehensive knowledge that they seek, through an inqui¬ 
ry that truly sheds light. For it is impossible to find without having 
sought, and to seek without examining, and to examine without ex¬ 
plaining and clarifying through questioning, leading at last to the evi¬ 
dence for what they have been seeking. Nor, on the other hand, is it 
possible that they should conduct a careful investigation and then 
not receive their prize, namely, the knowledge they were seeking. But 
it is those who seek who will find, and those who seek are those who 
have judged that they lack knowledge. Hence, led by the longing 
to discover what is beautiful, without rivalry or desire for glory they 
modestly pursue their quest through asking questions and answering, 
and also by weighing what has been said. For not only those who 
devote themselves to the sacred scriptures but also those who seek 
knowledge in general ought to continue questioning so as ultimately 
to arrive at what is useful. There are other places and other audiences 
for agitators and their sophistic rhetoric; one who is at once a lover 
and disciple of truth ought to be a man of peace even in the investiga¬ 
tion in pursuit of scientific truth, and such a lover of truth must ad¬ 
vance without undue self-love towards comprehensive knowledge 
(yvcocnt; KaTaX.t]7mKf|) . 3 ° 5 


305 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, vm, 1; mg 9, 558-59, 562; Stahlin, m (gcs 
17) 80-81. 
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Quae quidem suo modo illud anticipant quod in c. Vaticano determina- 
turn est omnibusque propositum: ‘Ac ratio quidem, fide illustrata, cum 
seduio, pie, sobrie quaerit, aliquam Deo dante mysteriorum intelligen- 
tiam eamque fructuosissimam asseqUitur (db 1796). Laudantur enim a 
Clemente quaestiones et responsiones methodice ordinatae, quod rationis 
sane est. Sed ideo laudantur quia, sicut Dominus dixit, ‘quaerite et invem- 
etis,’ ita etiam ipse lumen inquisitionis atque praemium largietur, quod ra- 
tionem fide illustratam quodammodo dicit, sicut saltern Salomonis recolit 
petitionem (1 Reg. 3.5-15)- 

6 EvolvilurDei conceptio 

Fieri proinde haud potuit quin allegorica scripturarum interpretatio et in- 
quisitio fere philosophica in conceptionem Dei influerent; unde et novum 
capitulum, doctrinae trinitariae propius accedens, incipi oportet. 

lam vero inter excultos primis post Christum saeculis sat communiter 
agnoscebatur unum esse summum Deum. Quem tamen Stoici reputabant 
animam mundi, ignem quidem non consumentem sed intelligentem, uni- 
versique materialis partem quandam principalem et activam. Platonici au- 
tem eundem ita cum suprema et subsistente Boni idea identificabant, ut 
non nulli hanc summam ideam etiam caeterarum rerum Demiurgum 
dixerint, alii autem Platonem in Timaeo affirmaverint nisi per modum 
cuiusdam mythi Demiurgum non induxisse . 306 Gnostici vero divinam tran- 
scendeiitiam atque incognoscibilitatem ita extollebant ut Demiurgum ens 
inferius, non pneumaticum sed psychicum, extra Pleroma constitutum 
docerent. Marcionitae denique Demiurgum habuerunt severum ilium vt 
Deum a quo bonus nt Deus nos coemit. 

Contra quos fere omnes Irenaeus: 

... solus hie Deus invenitur, qui omnia fecit, solus omnipotens, et solus Pater 
condens et faciens omnia, et visibilia, et invisibiiia, et sensibilia, et insensata, 
et coelestia, et terrena, ‘Verbo virtutis suae’;... Sed solus unus Deus fabrica- 

306 Circa situationem culturalem inter paganos, A.J. Festugiere, La Revelation 
d'Hermes Trismegiste, 4 vol., Paris 1949-54, praesertim vol. 2, de Deo cosmico, et 
vol. 4, de Deo ignoto. Circa Platonicos, praesertim scholam quae media dici- 
tur, Hal Koch, Pronoia undPaideusis, Berlin 1932. Circa Stoicos, M. Spanneut, 
Le Stdidsme des Peres, Paris 1957- 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


225 Part 1: Prolegomena 


In this, Clement anticipates in his own way what Vatican r determined and 
proposed to all: ‘When reason illumined by faith inquires diligently, devout¬ 
ly, and judiciously, it attains, with God’s help, a most fruitful understanding 
of the mysteries’ (db 1796, ds 3016, nd 132). Clement advocates a method¬ 
ical ordering of questions and answers, which is surely proper to human rea¬ 
son. But he does so because he is confident that, as the Lord said, ‘Seek and 
you shall find,’ so also will he enlighten and reward one’s inquiry. This in a 
way is what is meant by .‘reason illumined by faith,’just as it is also at least 
reminiscent of Solomon’s request (1 Kings 3.5-15). 

6 The evolution of the concept of God 

It was to be expected that interpreting scripture allegorically and conduct¬ 
ing almost philosophical inquiries would have had an influence upon the 
concept of God. Hence the need to address a further topic, one that will 
bring us closer to the doctrine of the Trinity. 

Among the educated classes in the first centuries after Christ it was com¬ 
monly acknowledged that there was one supreme God. For the Stoics this 
was the world soul, a non-consuming but intelligent fire, the principal active 
element of the material universe. Followers of Plato identified this God with 
the supreme subsistent Idea of the Good; some of them claimed that this su¬ 
preme Idea was the ‘Demiurge,’ the Craftsman, maker of everything else 
that existed, while others held that Plato introduced the Demiurge in the Ti- 
maeus only as a mythical figure. 306 The Gnostics, on the other hand, so ex¬ 
tolled the transcendence and unknowability of the divine that they held the 
Demiurge to be a lower being, belonging not to the class of‘pneumatics’ but 
of‘psychics,’ and existing outside the Pleroma. Lastly, the Marcionites iden¬ 
tified the Demiurge with the stern God of the Old Testament, from whom 
the good God of the New Testament ransomed us. 

Against these in general, Irenaeus writes, 

... there is but one God, who made all things, who alone is omnipo¬ 
tent, and who alone is the Father, the creator and maker of all things 
visible and invisible, perceptible and imperceptible to the senses, 

306 On the cultural situation among the pagans, Festugiere, La revelation d'Hermes 
Trismegiste, 4 vol., especially vol. 2 on the cosmic God, and vol. 4 on the 
unknown God. On the Platonists, especially the so-called Middle Platonists, 
Koch, Pronoia und Paideusis. On the Stoics, Spanneut, Le stoidsme des Peres. 
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tor, hie qui est super omnem principalitatem, et potestatem, et domination 
nern, et virtutem: hie Pater, hie Deus, hie conditor, hie factor, hie fabricator, 
qui fecit ea per seraetipsum, hoc est per Verbum et per Sapientiam suam, 
coelum et terram, et maria, et omnia quae in eis sunt: hie iustus, hie bonus: 
hie est qui formavit hominem, qui plantavit paradisum, qui fabricavit mun- 
dum, qui diluvium induxit, qui Noe salvavit: hie Deus Abraham, et Deus 
Isaac, et Deus Iacob, Deus vivorum, quern et lex annundat, quern Prophetae 
praeconant, quern Christus revelat, quern Apostoli tradunt, quem Ecclesia 
credit. Hie Pater Domini nostri Iesu Christi, per Verbum suum, qui est Filius 
eius, per eum revelatur et manifestatur omnibus, quibus revelatur: cognos- 
cunt enim hi, quibus revelaverit Filius.^ 07 


lam vero in hac Dei conceptione ab Irenaeo affirmata triplex distingui 
potest elementum: (l) aderat enim traditionalis Hebraeorum notio ut 
scilicet innotescat Deus tamquam persona eventibus historicis idendficata, 
Deus nempe patriarcharum, legis, prophetarum; (2) aderat deinde huius 
notionis amplificado in nt contenta, ut idem Deus etiam sit Pater Domini 
nostri Iesu Christi, Deus evangelii, praedicadonis apostolicae, ecclesiae, et 
propriae cuiusque Christiani experientiae religiosae; (3) aderat denique 
quod et in vt et in nt docetur hunc Deum esse supremum, omnium prorsus 
rerum et personarum Dominum, factorem, fabricatorem, nutritorem, cui 
comparari pedum adaequari potest alius nemo. 

At quamvis haec tria elementa pariter ut Fidei obiecta concipi possint, ter- 
tium tamen non excedit solum rationis usum; quod quidem non fugit vel 
lustinum vel Irenaeum qui quodammodo distinctionem inter ipsam fidem 
fideique preambula perspexerunt. Uti enim Irenaeus scripsit: 

Et bene Iusdnus in eo libro qui est ad Marcionem ait: ‘Quoniam ipsi quoque 
Domino non credidissem, alterum Deum annuntianti praeter fabricatorem 
et factorem et nutritorem nostrum. Sed quoniam ab uno Deo, qui et hunc 
mundum fecit, et nos plasmavit, et omnia condnet et administrat, unigenitus 
Filius venitad nos, suum plasma in semetipsum recapitulans, firma est mea 
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heavenly and earthly, ‘by the Word of his power’ ... But there is only 
one God the fashioner, he who is above all principalities, powers, 
dominations, and virtues: he is the Father, he is God, he is the cre¬ 
ator, he is the maker, he is the fashioner who by himself, that is, 
through his Word and his Wisdom, made heaven and earth and the 
seas and all that they contain; he is just, and he is good; he it is who 
formed man, who planted the garden of paradise, who fashioned the 
world, who sent the flood, who saved Noah; he is the God of Abra¬ 
ham and the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob, God of the living, 
announced by the Law, heralded by the Prophets, revealed by Christ, 
preached by the apostles, believed in by the Church. He is the Father 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, who through his Word, his Son, is revealed 
and manifested to all to whom revelation is given; for those to whom 
the Son has revealed him know him. 307 

Now, in this conception of God as expressed by Irenaeus, we can discern 
three elements: (1) there is the traditional Hebrew notion of God as a per¬ 
son identified by his connection with historical events, namely, the God of 
the patriarchs and of the law and the prophets; (2) then there is the expan¬ 
sion of this notion in the New Testament, so that this same God is also the 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, the God of the Gospel, of the apostolic 
preaching, of the church, and of the religious experience of each and every 
Christian; (3) finally there is the teaching of both the Old and the New Tes¬ 
taments, that this God is the supreme Lord, the maker, fashioner, and sus- 
tainer of absolutely all things and persons, to whom no one else can be 
compared, let alone be considered equal. 

But although these three elements can all be conceived as objects of faith, 
the third does not go beyond the scope of human reason; and Justin and Ire¬ 
naeus were well aware of this, for they had grasped the distinction between 
the preambles of faith and faith itself. As Irenaeus wrote, 

Justin, in his book Against Marcion expressed it very well when he 
wrote, 'I would not have believed the Lord himself if he had pro¬ 
claimed any God other than the one who has fashioned and made 
and sustains us. But because it is from the one and only God who 
made this world and formed us and holds together and governs all 

307 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, n', 30,9; Harvey, 1, 368. 
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ad eum fides, et immobilis erga Patrem dilectio, utraque Deo nobis prae- 
bente. 308 


Quod sane neque inter recentiorem contextum theologicum ponendum 
est, quasi perandqui illi radonem et fidem, theologiam fundamentalem et 
dogmadcam disdnxissent, neque e contra ad merum quendam fideismum 
reduci potest. 

Qualis autem fuerit haec praevia et quodammodo praesupponenda 
Dei nodo, non pauca suadent indicia earn in ea omnipotentia consti- 
tisse quae tamen potius actualia quam possibilia respiciebat et modo fere 
biblico concepta inter substantiam, potentiam, et actionem vel parum vel 
minime distinxit. 309 Nam in scripturis communissime Deus et etiam 
Filius nominatur Dominus [KYPIOI]; qui sane usus inter Christianos 
primaevos retinebatur. Iustinus proinde, teste Eusebio, 310 opus iam de- 
perditum composuit De monorchia . 311 Theophilus Antiochenus non se- 
mel de monarchia locutus est. Patripassiani ideo Patrem et Filium 
eundem habuisse feruntur, non ut unitatem divinae essenuae praedi- 
carent, sed ut monarchiam tenerent; 312 Tertullianus autem et grave 
periculum in eo vidit quod Chrisdanorun vulgus tali argumento facile 
deciperetur; 313 et ipse ut Patripassianos hac in re refutaret satis habuit af- 
firmare monarchiam non in singularitate personae sed in unitate regimi- 


310 Euseb., he iv, 18,3: quod confundi non debet cum opere spurio quod ab edi- 
toribus lustino interdum attribuitur. 

311 Monarchia unius potestatem, omnipotentia potestatem super omnes exer- 
citam dicit. Evans, Treatise against Praxeas 6, multa de monarchia collegit 
eamque polytheismo oppositam docuit. Similiter Prestige, God in Patristic 
Thought 94-96. Vide quae collegit Danielou ( Message chretien 318-24) de 
nomine Siivapic;, apud Iustinum aliosque apologetas. 
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' things that the only-begotten Son, replicating the Father’s substance 
in himself, has come to us, my faith in him is firm and my love for the 
Father unshakeable, both of which are gifts from God.’ 308 

This, of course, is not to be transposed to the present theological context, 
as if these very early theologians had made the distinction between reason 
and faith, and between fundamental and dogmatic theology; but on the oth¬ 
er hand, it cannot be reduced to a mere fideism. 

As to the nature of this prior notion of God that must in some way be pre¬ 
supposed, there are not a few indications suggesting that it consisted in an 
omnipotence that is concerned with actual realities rather than with possi¬ 
bilities and, conceived as it was in a rather biblical way, made little or no dis¬ 
tinction between substance, power, and action. 309 For in scripture, by far the 
most common title given to God and also to the Son is Lord [KYPIOI], and 
the first Christians certainly retained this usage. Justin, according to Euse¬ 
bius, 310 composed a book, now lost, titled De Monarchia? 11 Monarchy was a 
frequent theme of Theophilus of Antioch. The Patripassians are said to have 
maintained that the Father and the Son were the same, not because they as¬ 
serted the unity of the divine essence, but because they held firmly to the no¬ 
tion of monarchy. 312 But Tertullian saw that there was a grave danger that 
the ordinary Christian faithful would easily be led astray by such an argu¬ 
ment; 313 and in refuting the Patripassians on this point he felt it was suffi- 


308 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, iv, 6, 2; Harvey, n, 158-59. 

309 For a comparison between Greek and Hebrew mentalities, see the evidence 
adduced and the comments made by Grillmeier, ‘Hellenisierung- 
Judaisierung’ [see above, p. 29, note 1] 554-58, indeed from 547. 

310 Eusebius, he iv, 18,3 [mg 20,374]; not to be confused with the spurious work 
that editors somedmes attribute to Justin. 

311 Monarchy means power possessed by one person; omnipotence means power 
that is exercised over everyone. Evans, [in his introduction to] Treatise against 
Praxeas 6-7 [under the heading ‘The Monarchian Controversy’; Lonergan 
seems to be referring to footnote 2] gathered a lot of material on the notion 
of monarchy, and he held that it was opposed to polytheism. Likewise Pres¬ 
tige, God in Patristic Thought 94-96. See Danielou ( Gospel Message $46-53 [318— 
24]) on the term 5 i 3 vapi<; as used by Justin and other Apologists. 

312 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 3; Evans, 91, 19: ‘ “We hold to the monarchy,” 
they say.’ 

313 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 3; 91, 9: ‘Simple people, not to say the unwise 
and unlearned, who always constitute the majority of believers ... become ter¬ 
rified at the thought of the economy [the Three in one].’ 
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nis consistere ; 314 Dionysius denique Romanus monarchiam dixit au- 
gustissimam ecclesiae praedicationem . 315 Accedit quod Irenaeus, contra 
Gnosticos de uno Deo eoque creatore agens, quasi ad ultimum suum 
fundamentum pervenisse videtur, ubi conclusit adversariorum senten- 
tiam eo conducere quo ‘solvetur Omnipotentis appellatio, et necessitas 
erit in impietatem cadere talem sensum .’ 316 Hippolytum proinde iam 
vidimus docuisse ideo unitatem divinam per trinitatem non tolli quia 
trium est una virtus. Clemens autem Alexandrinus alia nomina (puta, un- 
um, bonum, mentem, ipsum id quod est, Patrem, Deum, Creatorem, 
Dominum) non singula sed omnia simul censuit Omnipotentis indicare 
potentiam . 317 Origenem denique iam adduximus potius exegetam hac in 
re quam metaphysicum . 318 

His tamen accedit quod magis accurate de conceptione Dei determinare 
voluit Clemens Alexandrinus: 

... abstrahentes quidem a corpore qualitates naturales, circumcidentes autem 
earn quae est in profundum dimensionem; et deinde earn quae est in lati- 
tudinem, posthaec earn quae est in longitudinem. Quod enim restatsignum, 
est unitas, ut ita dicam, habens situm. A qua si tollamus situm, intelligitur 
unitas. Si ergo, ablatis omnibus quae adsunt corporibus, et iis quae dicuntur 
incorporea, nos ipsos proiecerimus in Christi magnitudinem; et inde in eius 
immensitatem sanctitate processerimus, ad intelligentiam omnipotentis ut- 
cunque perveniemus, non ita tamen ut quod est, sed quod non est cognosca- 
mus. 3 * 9 

Ad notitiam ergo Omnipotentis proceditur, primo, per remotionem sen- 
sibilium et corporalium, deinde, per saltum quendam sanctitate effectum, 
ut tertio non quod Deus est sed quod non est cognoscamus. Quam potius 
negativam theologiam inculcavit Clemens, turn generaliter cum assereret 
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cient to affirm that monarchy resides not in a single person but in the unity 
of their rule 3,4 Finally, Pope Dionysius stated that monarchy was the most 
solemn doctrine of the church . 315 In addition, Irenaeus, in upholding the 
doctrine of one God and Creator against the Gnostics, seems to have arrived 
at the basic point in his argumentwhen he concluded that the opinion of his 
adversaries would result in the title ‘Omnipotent’ ceasing to be, and that 
such a notion would inevitably fall into impiety . 316 Again, we have already 
seen that Hippolytus taught that the divine unity is not negated by the 
Trinity, because the Three share one power. Clement of Alexandria felt that 
other titles, such as one, good, mind, that-which-is, Father, God, Creator, 
Lord, taken not singly but together, point to the power of the Omnipo- 
tent . 317 Finally, we have already noted that in this matter Origen was more 
of an exegete than a metaphysician ; 3 * 8 
Here we may add that Clement of Alexandria wanted to determine more 
accurately the concept of God: 

... by removing the physical attributes of a body, pruning away from 
it, first, the dimension of depth, then that of breadth, and finally that 
of length. What remains would be, as it were, a unit having position. 
And if we take away position, we are left with the concept of unity. 

If, therefore, having removed all that belongs to bodies and to what 
are called incorporeal, we cast ourselves forward to the greatness of 
Christ, and from there we advance to his immensity by holiness and 
thus arrive at some understanding of the Omnipotent, we come to 
know not what he is, but what he is not 319 

Clement, therefore, proceeds to a knowledge of the Omnipotent, first, by 
removing all that is material and corporeal, next by a leap forward through 
holiness, so that thirdly we come to know not what God is but what he is not. 
His rather negative theology appears both in a general way when he asserts 


314 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 3; 91, 22-35 and 92, i-f6. 

315 DB 48, ds H2, nd 301. Compare the Apostles' Creed, db r-12, ds 10-30, ND 
I— 5 - 

316 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, n, 1, 5; Harvey, 1, 254. 

317 Hippolytus is cited above, p. 109. Clement, on the present page. 

318 See above, pp. x 16-21. Compare 130—31. 

319 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, v, 11; 71, 2, 3; mg 9,107 b, no a- Stahlin n 
(gcs 15) 374,7-15. 
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Deum esse ‘super locum et tempus et nomen et intelligentiam,’ 320 turn ma- 
gis particular! ter cum haec diceret: 

Neque vero to turn recte eum dixerit quispiam; nam de magnitudine totum 
dicitur, quin etiam totius universitatis pater aliquis est. Sed neque dicendum 
est esse aliquas eius partes ... Quin etiam ideo est infinitum, non quod eius- 
modi concipiatur ut pervadi non possit, sed quatenus nullam suscipit dimen- 
sionem et finem non habet: et ideo est figurae expers, et quod nominari non 
potest. Etsi aliquando eum minus proprie nominemus, vocantes unum, aut 
bonum, aut mentem, aut ipsum id quod est, aut Patrem, aut Deum, aut 
Creatorem, aut Dominum: non id dicimus tamquam nomen eius profe- 
rentes, sed propter veri nominis defectum pulchris utimur nominibus, ut in 
aliis non aberrans his inniti possit cogitatio. Non enim singula ex his Deum 
significant, sed omnia simul Omnipotentis indicant potentiam. Quae enim 
dicuntur, ex iis quae ipsis adsunt, aut ex ea quae est inter se invicem habitu- 
.dine ac relatione dicuntur; horum autem nihil potest de Deo accipi. Sed 
neque scientia accipitur demonstrativa, ea enim ex prioribus constat et ex 
notioribus: nihil est autem ante ingenitum. Restat utique ut divina gratia, et 
solo, qui apud ipsum est, Logo, ignotum intelligamus; quomodo Lucas 
quoque in Actis apostolorum, Paulum dicere commemorat: '... ignoto 
DEO.’ 321 


De cognitione ergo Omnipotentis Clemens et omnia corporalia exclusit 
et propriam eius notitiam negavit vel per nomen vel per demonstrationem 
a priori haberi, ut denique tandem aliquam intelligentiam per Dei gratiam 
eiusque Verbum affirmaret. 

Cuius vestigiis insistens Origenes, quasi res non omnibus omnino clara es- 
set, systematice refutavit Deum esse corpus; 322 Filium posuit ipsam sapien- 
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that God ‘is above all place and time and name and understanding,’ 320 and 
more particularly in the following passage: 

But no one would rightly express him wholly; for on the basis of his 
greatness he is ranked as the Whole and is the Father of the whole 
universe. But neither must it be said that he has any parts ... More¬ 
over, he is infinite, not because he is thought of as being impossible 
to encompass, but because he has no dimension and no limit; there¬ 
fore he has no form or shape, and cannot be named. And if at times 
we name him, speaking of him in an improper sense as the One or 
the Good or Mind or Being itself, or Father or God, or Creator or 
Lord, we do not do so as if uttering his name, but because, not having 
his true name, we use these good names so that by fixing on these 
names our thinking may not stray into what might be inappropriate. 
Each of these names by itself does not express God, but all taken to¬ 
gether indicate the power of the Omnipotent. For whatever is said 
about things is based either on the attributes of the things themselves 
or on the connections and relationship they have with others, and 
neither of these is applicable to God. But neither have we any de¬ 
monstrative knowledge of God, for it consists of what is prior and bet¬ 
ter known, and prior to the Unbegotten there is nothing. It remains, 
to be sure, that it is only by God’s grace and through that Word alone 
who is with God that we have some understanding of the unknown - 
as Luke says in the Acts of the Apostles, recalling words of the apostle 
Paul, ‘To the Unknown God’ {Acts 17.23]. 321 

To come to a knowledge of the Omnipotent, therefore, Clement exclud¬ 
ed all corporeality and denied that any proper knowledge of him could be 
had either through a name or through an a priori demonstration, while af¬ 
firming the possibility of some understanding of him through God’s grace 
and his Word. 

Following in Clement’s footsteps, Origen, as if the matter were not yet 
clear to everyone, systematically refuted the position that God is a body. 322 


320 Ibid. 71, 5; mg 9,110 a; Stahlin, 11 (gcs 15) 374. 

321 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, v, 12; 81,5-82,4; mg 9,122 B, 123 a; Stahlin, 
11 (gcs 15) 380-81. 

322 Origen, Deprincipiis, 1,1; Koetschau (gcs 22) 16-27. 
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tiam ut intelligatur neque insubstantivum quid neque corpus; 323 et quamvis 
de caeteris naturis rationalibus dubitaverit utrum ulla omnino sine corpore 
saitem subtiliori vivere posset, ab hac lege SS. Trinitatem prorsus excepit. 
Et quamvis hie ultimus locus longior quodammodo est, ita methodum 
mentemque Origenis illustrat ut eum exscribere iuvat: 

Hoc in loco quaerere solent quidam, utrum sicut unigenitum filium generat 
pater et sanctum spiritum profert, non quasi qui ante non erat, sed quia ori- 
go et fons filii vel spiritus sancti pater est, et nihil in his anterius posteriusve 
intelligi potest, ita etiam inter rationabiles naturas et materiam corporalem 
similis quaedam societas vel propinquitas possit intelligi. Quam rem ut ple- 
nius atque intentius investigent, illuc solent inidum disputadonis inflectere, 
ut inquirant, si haec ipsa natura corpora, quae spiritalium et radonabilium 
mentium vitas fert et condnet motus, pari cum ipsis aeternitate perduret, an 
vero absoluta interibit et exolescet Quod ut possit scrupulosius deprehendi, 
requirendum primo videtur, si possibile est penitus incorporeas remanere ra- 
' donabiles naturas, cum ad summum sanedtatis ac beatitudinis venerint, quod 
mihi quidem difficillimum et paene impossibile videtur; an necesse est eas 
semper coniunctas esse corporibus. Si ergo posset quis ostendere rationem, 
qua possibile esset eas omnimodis carere corporibus, consequent videbatur 
quod natura corporea ex nihilo per intervalla temporum procreata sicut, 
cum non esset, effecta est, ita et esse desineret, cum usus eius ministerii pra- 
eterisset. 


Si vero impossibile est hoc ullo modo adfirmari, id est quod vivere praeter 
corpus possit ulla alia natura praeter patrem et filium et spiritum sanctum, 
necessitas consequentiae ac rationis coartat intelligi principaliter quidem 
creatas esse radonabiles naturas, materialem vero substantiam opinione qui¬ 
dem et intellectu solo separari ab eis et pro ipsis et post ipsas effectam videri, 
sed numquam sine ipsa eas vel vixisse vel vivere: solius namque trinitads in- 
corporea vita existere recte putabitur. Ut ergo superius diximus, materialis 
ista substanua huius modi habens naturam, quae ex omnibus ad omnia trans- 
formetur, cum ad inferiores quosque trahitur, in crassiorem corporis statum 
solidioremque formatur, ita ut visibiles istas mundi species variasque disdn- 
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He affirmed the Son to be wisdom itself and therefore to be understood as 
being neither without substance nor a body; 323 and although he had doubts 
about whether other rational natures could live without at least a very subtle 
body, he fully exempted the Trinity from this rule. This final excerpt is rath¬ 
er long, but it will be helpful to quote it as a good illustration of Origen’s 
mind and method: 

At this point it is often asked whether, just as the Father generates his 
only-begotten Son and emits the Holy Spirit (not as if they did not ex¬ 
ist before, but because the Father is the origin and source of the Son 
and the Holy Spirit, and there is no before or after in them), so also 
there may be between rational natures and corporeal matter a similar 
community and intimacy. In investigating this matter more fully and 
diligently, they generally begin their discussion by asking whether 
this corporeal nature, which sustains the vitality of spiritual and ratio¬ 
nal minds and controls their movements, will likewise continue in ex_ 
istence for all eternity along with them, or instead when separated 
from them will perish and decay. For a more exact understanding of 
this one will first have to ask whether it is possible for rational na¬ 
tures, after they have arrived at the summit of sanctity and beatitude, 
to remain in existence totally without bodies - which seems to me to 
be extremely difficult, even virtually impossible - or must they always 
be joined with their bodies. Accordingly, if someone could show us 
how it might be possible for them to be without bodies of any kind, it 
would seem to follow that just as a corporeal nature, created out of 
nothing over certain periods of time, went from non-being to being, 
so also it would cease to be once there was no further need of it. 

But if it is quite impossible to hold that any nature besides the Fa¬ 
ther, Son, and Holy Spirit can live without a body, logic and reason 
force us to conclude that rational natures are the highest of all creat¬ 
ed things, while material substances differ from them with respect to 
thought and intellect and seem to have been produced for them and 
after them, and yet they never have lived or continue to live without 
them. It is rightly held that only the life of the Trinity is incorporeal. 
So, as we said above, when a material substance, having the sort of a 
nature whereby it can take various forms, is drawn to whatever is of a 
lower nature, it takes on a denser and more solid bodily state, and in 

323 Origen, Deprincipiis, 1, 2, 2; Koetschau (gcs 22) 28, 13 - 30, 8. 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 



236 Pars Prim a: Praemittenda 

guat; cum vero perfectioribus ministrat et beadoribus, in fulgore ‘caelestium 
corporum’ micat et ‘spiritalis corporis’ indumentis vel ‘angelos dei’ vel ‘filios 
resurrectionis’ exornat, ex quibus omnibus diversus ac varius unius mundi 
compiebitur status. 


Verum haec si plenius discutere libet, oportebit adtentius et diligenuus 
cum o.mni metu dei et reverentia perscrutari scripturas divinas, si qui forte in 
his de talibus arcanus et reconditus sensus, si quid in absconsis et reconditis 
(‘sancto spiritu demonstrante’ his, qui digni sunt) poterit inveniri, cum plura 
testimonia de hac ipsa specie fuerint congregata. 324 


Quibus elucet Origenem et non eo usque speculativum fuisse ut creaturas 
incorporeas cogitaret et adeo exegetam ut pleniorem rei intelligentiam ex 
ipsis scripturis cum omni metu Dei et reverentia expetendam duceret. 
Quanta autem diligentia scripturas examinant, qualique methodo, unum 
saltern sit exemplum. Ubi enim primum versiculum prologi loannis com- 
mentatus est, minime sufficere docuit et quemadmodum Christus sit Ver- 
bum quaerere et caeterostamen praetermittere titulos, uti sunt lux mundi, 
via, veritas, vita, bonus pastor, ego sum qui loquor tecum, magister, Domi- 
nus, Filius Dei, rex, porta, vitis vera, panis vitae, panis vivens, primus et ulti- 
mus, Alpha et Omega, principium et finis, lux gentium, servus Iahwe et, uti 
dixit, alia millia. 325 Horum omnium ipse ita synthesin quaesivit, ut et distinc- 
tionem rationis cognoverit, 326 et sapientiam caeteris titulis seniorem esse 
affirmarit, 327 et fere systematice per omnes discurrerit. 328 

At nemo qui vel paululum reflectitur, titulos colligere et ordinare potest 
quin ullo modo innuat cuinam realitati tituli sint attribuendi. Quod proble- 
ma fundamentale praesertim modo quodam Platonico solvebat Origenes, 
ut Pater quidem sit ipsa divinitas et ipsa bonitas, Filius autem sit ipsum 
Verbum, ipsasapientia, ipsa veritas, ipsa resurrectio, etvita, quibus omnibus 
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this way the various species in the world are distinguished by their 
appearance. But when it serves higher and more blessed natures, it 
shines out in the radiance of ‘celestial bodies’ and decks out the ‘an¬ 
gels of God’or the ‘children of the resurrection’ with the vesture of a 
‘spiritual body,’ and all of these together will go to make up the full 
complement of the diverse and varied forms that there are in the 
world. 

However, if one wishes to discuss these matters further, one will 
have to search the divine scriptures more attentively and diligently 
and with all due reverential fear of God by gathering together all the 
relevant texts to see if they may perchance contain some secret hid¬ 
den meaning concerning them, and if in these hidden meanings 
there is anything to be found (‘with the Holy Spirit showing them’ 
to those who are worthy) 324 

It is clear from this that Origen was not a sufficiently speculative thinker 
to think of creatures without bodies, but instead was so much the exegete 
that he believed that a fuller understanding of the matter was to be sought 
in the scriptures with all due reverential fear of God. The following is at least 
one example of his diligence and his method in examining the scriptures. 
When commenting on the first verse of the Prologue of John’s gospel, he 
said that it was not at all sufficient to ask how Christ is the Word while ignor¬ 
ing his other tides, such as light of the world, the way, the truth, the life, the 
Good Shepherd, ‘I am he who is speaking to you,’ teacher, Lord, Son of 
God, king, gate, true vine, bread of life, living bread, first and last, Alpha and 
Omega, beginning and end, a light to the Gentiles, the servant of Yahweh, 
and, as he said, a thousand other titles. 325 He himself, in seeking a synthesis 
of all of these, was aware of the distinction of reason, 326 affirmed wisdom to 
be the oldest of all titles, 327 and discussed them all fairly systematically. 328 

Still, no one who reflects even slightly can gather and arrange these titles 
without having some inkling, of the reality to which the titles refer. Origen 
tried to solve this fundamental problem in a Platonic way, saying that the Fa¬ 
ther was divinity itself and goodness itself, while the Son was the Word itself, 
wisdom itself, truth itself, resurrection itself, and life, and that the Father, 

324 Origen, Deprincipiis, II, 2; Koetschau (CCS 22) 111, 28 - 113, 10. 

325 Origen, In Ioannem, 1, 21 (23); Preuschen (GCS 10) 25, 21 - 26, 27. 

326 Origen, In Ioannem, I, 9 (ll); Preuschen (gcs 10) 14, 12-22. 

327 Origen, In Ioannem, 1, 19 (22); Preuschen (gcs 10) 24, 20-22. 

328 Origen, In Ioannem, 1, 21 (23) -38 (42); Preuschen (gcs 10) 25-50. 
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Pater melius quid et nobis incognitum esset. 329 Quod si quaesiveris quemad- 
modum hae ideae Platonicae in duas has hypostases inter se distinctas col- 
ligi atque uniri possent, ad eclecticismum istius temporis recurrendum esse 
videtur, 330 Originem scilicet e Stoicorum materialismo notiones de ousia et 
de hypostasi mutuasse. 331 Quod si ulterius obieceris haec parum sibi con- 
stare, ad difficultatem fundamentalem pervenisse videris, quae tamen du- 
pliciter declarari potest. Uti enim superius notavimus, censet Hal Koch 
fortius affirmari non posse Origenem non fuisse metaphysicum proprie dic¬ 
tum. Quod tamen aliter et magis sub aspectu theologico etiam dicendum 
est, nempe, Origenem ita scripturarum veritatem et ecclesiae praedication- 
em toto corde esse amplexum, 332 ut tamen sensum spiritualem praecipue 
quaesiverit, eumque qui quasi totum sensum litteralem excederet, 333 quin 
tamen sive ex philosophis sive suo marte criterion quoddam firmum circa 
veritatem huius spiritualis sensus invenerit. Quod mirum esse non debet, 
cum ad essentiam fere pertineat doctrinae in dialogis Platonicis expositae et 
mentem ultra sensibilia elevare et enthusiasmum quendam rerum spiritua- 
lium generare et mythum mythis melioribus expugnare et illud evangeli- 
cum, Est, est, etNon, non, tarn parum intelligere utetesse et non esse etiam 
in ideas resolvantur. 334 
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who is unknown to us, is more excellent than all of these. 329 If you ask how 
these Platonic Ideas could be brought together and united into two mutu¬ 
ally distinct hypostases, the answer would seem to lie in the eclecticism of 
that time, 330 allowing Origen to borrow from Stoic materialism the notions 
of substance and hypostasis. 331 But if you further object that these are rather 
inconsistent, then, it seems, you have touched upon the basic difficulty, but 
one that can be explained in two ways. First, there is the opinion of Hal Koch 
to which we referred earlier, that it cannot be too strongly emphasized that 
Origen was not a metaphysician properly speaking. Secondly, to put it in 
another way and from a more theological perspective, Origen so whole¬ 
heartedly embraced the truth of the scriptures and the preaching of the 
church 332 that he was interested above all in their spiritual meaning, going 
beyond the literal meaning almost entirely, 333 without ever finding, either 
from the philosophers or by his own efforts, any sound criterion forjudging 
the truth of this spiritual sense. But this is not to be wondered at, since it is 
of the essence of Plato’s teaching in the dialogues to raise the mind above 
and beyond the things of sense, to generate an enthusiasm for spiritual re¬ 
alities, and to replace myths with better myths, yet with so little understand¬ 
ing that the gospel norm of ‘Yes, yes,’ and ‘No, no,’ as well as being and non- 
being, are also reducible to the Ideas. 334 


329 See above, pp. 126-33. 

330 Koch, Pronoia und Paideusis 268: ‘Aus unserer Untersuchung hat sich erge- 
ben, dass Albinos und Origenes wesentlich dieselbe Form eines eklektischen 
Platonismus vertreten, eine Art platonischer Grundbetrachtung, mit zahlre- 
ichen aristotelischen und stoischen Bestandteilen vermischt. Sie zeigen eine 
weitgehende Ahnlichkeit in der Terminologie und sind grossenteils von 
denselben Problemen erfullt, auf welche sie wesentlich dieselben Losungen 
geben, kurz: sie gehoren derselben Schule an.’ [‘Our investigation has shown 
that Albinus and Origen represent essentially the same form of eclectic Pla¬ 
tonism, sharing a kind of basic Platonic horizon, with numerous Aristotelian 
and Stoic elements added in. They manifest a wide-ranging similarity in; ter¬ 
minology, and they are taken up to a large extent with the same problems, 
to which they provide essentially the same solutions. In brief: they belong to 
the same school.’] 

331 Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/1,431-48, especially the schemata [443], and note 55, 
pp.447-48. 

332 See above, pp. 116-21. 

333 For a brief discussion, Pierre Nemeshegyi, ‘Le Dieu d’Origene et le Dieu de 
TAncien Testament,’ Nouvelle Revue Theobgique 86 (1958) 495-509. 

334 Plato, Sophistes, 258 c. See Lonergan, Insight 389-90. 
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7 Doctrinae triniiariae evolutio 

In evoluta doctrina trinitaria, prout iam in c. Nicaeno determinabatur, tria 
distingui possunt elementa. 

Quorum primum in revelato Filii nomine continebatur, et inde ab initio 
singulari quodam sensu una cum aliis et multis titulis Christo attribuebatur. 

Alterum autem elementum tarn ex vt quam ex nt derivatum contra 
Gnosticos et Marcionitas Deum verum et Deum creatorem identificabat, 
eumque ab omnibus creaturis radicali quodam modo distinguebat 335 

Quibus duobus positis, sequebatur sane Filium, qui etiam omnium et 
factor et Dominus et index agnosceretur, dicendum esse non factam crea- 
turam sed vere Filium ex Patre natum. 336 

At praeter haec etiam tertium elementum in decreto c. Nicaeni adesse 
videtur, mentalitas nempe ilia ontologica quae Filium Patri consubstan- 
tialem affirmavit. Qui enim de Deo ut creatore, ut omnium Domino, loqui¬ 
tur, attributis Dei relativis utitur. Qui autem de Filio loquitur secundum 
consubstantialitatem ad Patrem, divinitatem in se ipsa consideraL Qui prio¬ 
ri modo loquitur categoriis utitur experientiae religiosae affinibus, cum 
dicere Deum creatorem et Dominum etiam includat totalem nostram a Deo 
dependentiam. Qui autem altero loquitur modo, ultra experientiam reli- 
giosam procedit ut categorias scientificas et ontologicas adhibeat vel sup- 
ponat. Quod cum multis iam pridem maximo sit scandalo, quasi in c. 
Nicaeno ecclesia doctrinam christianam penitus religiosam dereliquisset ut 
nescio quam ontologiam hellenisticam amplexa esset, sedulo examinari 
debet. 337 

In primis ergo dicamus nihil sive in VT sive in NT manifestius esse quam 
verbum Dei, illud nempe verbum a prophetis annuntiatum cum dicerent, 
‘Haec dicit Dominus ...,’ idem verbum ab apostolis servandum secundum 
praeceptum, ‘Sit sermo vester, Est, est, et Non, non’ (Mt 5.37), idem verbum 
non solum ab apostolis praedicatum sed etiam ita in sua puritate retinen- 
dum ut aliud vel ab angelo evangelizatum sit anathema (Gal 1.8). 

335 Cf. symbolum apostolicum, db 1 ss., ds 10 ss., ubi fides declarator .in unum 
Deum, Patrem omnipotentem (navxoKpaxopa) creatorem caeli et terrae. De 
origine symboli, vide Altaner 41-43. 
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7 The development of the doctrine of the Trinity 

In the doctrine of the Trinity at the stage of development it had reached in 
the Council of Nicea, we can distinguish three elements. 

The first of these is to be found in the revelation of the name ‘Son,’ which, 
among the many other titles given to Christ, was from the beginning applied 
to him in a unique sense. 

The second element, derived from both the Old and New Testaments, 
was the affirmation, contrary to the opinion of the Gnostics and Marcion- 
ites, that the one true God was the same as the Creator God and radically dis¬ 
tinct from all created things. 335 

From these two positions it naturally followed that the Son, who was also 
acknowledged as the maker of all things and as Lord and judge, was not to 
be deemed a creature but truly the Son born of the Father. 336 

But in the Nicene decree we may discern a third element, namely, an on¬ 
tological cast of mind that affirmed the consubstantiality of the Son with the 
Father. For in speaking of God as creator or as the Lord of all, we are refer¬ 
ring to relative attributes of God. But in speaking of the Son in terms of his 
consubstantiality with the Father, we are referring to divinity considered in 
itself. The first way of speaking makes use of categories related to religious 
experience, since to call God creator and Lord also implies our total depen¬ 
dence on God. The second way of speaking goes beyond religious experi¬ 
ence to use or presuppose categories that are scientific and ontological. The 
fact that this has long been a major stumbling block for many, as if in the 
Council of Nicea the church had abandoned a profoundly religious Chris¬ 
tian teaching to embrace some sort of Hellenistic ontology, calls for careful 
examination. 337 

To begin with, then, let us say that in both the Old and New Testaments 
there is nothing clearer than the word of God, namely, that word pro¬ 
claimed by the prophets when they said, ‘Thus says the Lord ...,’ the same 
word that was to be preserved by the apostles in accordance with Jesus’ pre¬ 
cept, ‘Let yoUr word be, “Yes, yes” and “No, no’” (Matthew 5.37), and the 
same word that was not only preached by the apostles but also to be retained 

335 See the Apostles’ Creed, db 1-12, ds 10-30, nd 1-5, where there is a declara¬ 
tion of faith in one God, the Father almighty, pantokrator, creator of heaven 
and earth. On the origin of this creed, see Altaner, Patrology 47-50 [41-43]. 

336 See Pope Dionysius, db 49-50, ds 113-14, nd 302. 

337 On the history of this question, see Grillmeier, ‘Hellenisierung-Judaisiefung’ 

321-55. 528-58. 
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lam vero in hoc Dei verbo non solum fimdatur dogmatismus ecclesiae qui 
haereticos celebri ilia formula excludere solet, Si quis dixerit... anathema 
sit, sed etiam implicite continetur realismus quid dogmaticus. Quod quid 
signified, singula perpendendo vocabula, ‘realismum,’ ‘dogmaticum,’ 'im¬ 
plicite,’ declarandum est. 

In verbo Dei, ergo, continetur realismus turn quia verbo huic et creden- 
dum et non contradicendum est tum quia hoc verbum verum est et ideo de 
rebus annuntiat prout sunt. In eo enim consistit realismus quod verum in 
mente agnitum rebus corresponded Qui autem verbo Dei vero credit, 
verum mente agnoscit, et ita quidem agnoscit ut longissime a cogitatione ex- 
cludat vel levissimam suspicionem res aliter se habere quam' Deus eas esse 
revelarit. 

Qui sane realismus dogmaticus est, non eo tantum sensu quod ad ipsam 
rationem dogmatis pertineat, sed illo etiam quod sine ulla reflexione philo- 
sophica ponitur. Quatenus enim quisque philosophicus est, eatenus nihil 
dicit nisi cuius rationem assignare potest sufficientem et cogentem. Sed hie 
realismus qui in verbo Dei revelato, praedicato, acceptato invenitur non in 
ulteriori quadam reflexione consistit sed totus peragitur in eo ipso quod Dei 
verbum revelatum et praedicatum sincere acceptatur. 

Quinimo, ipse hie realismus dogmaticus ita in verbo Dei continetur, ut 
minime agnoscatur explicite sed tantummodo adsit implicite. Quare neque 
Isaiam, neque Paulum, neque Athanasium dicimus cognovisse se esse realis- 
tas dogmaticos. Non dicimus eos iudicasse aliud esse bonum et aliud verum, 
aliam esse voluntatem et aliam mentem, aliam proinde esse mentem et 
aliam cui vera mens correspondeat rem. Multo minus dicimus eos ea de- 
duxisse quae ex his consequerentur. Sed dicimus eos et mentes habuisse et 
Dei verbum cognovisse et secundum realitatem vero in Dei verbo cognitam 
egisse. 

Quibus praemissis, ad quaestionem redeamus utrum ecclesia in decreto 
c. Nicaeni ultra categorias experientiae religiosae processerit et ontologiam 
quandam hellenisticam amplexa sit. Quae sane quaestio et sua habet prae- 
supposita ut, scilicet, Dei verbum taceatur et disiunctio quaedam ponatur 
inter experientiam religiosam et ontologiam hellenisticam. At si eiusmodi 
praesupposita convenienter a rationalistis et liberalibus adhibentur, quippe 
qui verbum Dei autument archaicum quendam ne dicam mythicum loquen- 
di modum, eadem tamen neque a fidelibus admitti possunt qui verbo Dei 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


243 Part 1: Prolegomena 


in all its purity so that any other gospel, even if preached by an angel from 
heaven, was to be considered damnable (Galatians 1.8). 

Now it is this word of God that not only is the basis for the dogmatism of 
the church in condemning heretics with the famous formula, ‘If anyone says 
.... let him be anathema,’ but also implicitly contains a certain dogmatic re¬ 
alism. We must now explain what we mean by this, by carefully examining 
the terms ‘realism,’ ‘dogmatic,’ and ‘implicitly.’ 

There is realism in the word of God both because this word is to be be¬ 
lieved and not contradicted and because this word is true and therefore 
speaks of things as they are. For realism consists in this, that a truth acknowl¬ 
edged in the mind corresponds to reality. One who believes a true word of 
God acknowledges a truth in the mind, and indeed so readily acknowledges 
it that the farthest thing from his or her mind would be even the least sus¬ 
picion that things could be in any way other than as God has revealed them 
to be. 

This realism is dogmatic, not only in the sense that it pertains to the very 
notion of dogma, but also in the sense that it is asserted without any philo¬ 
sophical reflection. A philosopher is one who makes no statement to which 
he or she could not assign a sufficient and cogent reason. But this realism 
that is found in the word of God as revealed, preached, and accepted does 
not consist in some further reflection; it is fully accounted for when a word 
of God revealed and preached is sincerely accepted. 

This dogmatic realism is present in the word of God only implicitly, not as 
something explicitly acknowledged. Hence we say that neither Isaiah nor 
Paul nor Athanasius knew himself to be a dogmatic realist. We are not saying 
that they distinguished between the good and the true and between the will 
and the mind, and hence between the mind and the reality corresponding 
to the truth in the mind. Much less are we saying that they drew the conclu¬ 
sions from all of this. What we are saying is that they had minds and they 
knew the word of God and acted in accordance with the reality they knew in 
the true word of God. 

With these observations in mind, let us return to the question whether the 
church in the decree of Nicea went beyond the categories of religious expe¬ 
rience to embrace some sort of Hellenistic ontology. This question has its 
own presuppositions: it says nothing about the word of God and makes a dis- 
\ junction between religious experience and Hellenistic ontology. Now if 

l these presuppositions suit the convenience of rationalists and liberal think- 
\. ers who dismiss the word of God as an archaic, not to say mythic, way of 

speaking, they can neither be admitted by the faithful who believe in the 
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credant, neque ab iis historicis assumi possunt qui historian* concipiunt non 
subdolam quandam artem polemicam sed scientiam quae mentem alterius 
temporis intelligere velit. Non enim experientiam suam religiosam eamque 
solam arbitratus est Isaias se annuntiare, vel Paulus se praedicare, vel Atha¬ 
nasius se defendere, sed verbum Dei. Neque eaedem sunt categoriae quae 
experientiae religiosae sunt propriae ac illae quae in verbo Dei implicite 
continentur. Nam omnia quae ex experientia religiosa habentur, utique 
habitudinem dicunt ad subiectum quod experitur. Sed verbum Dei non est 
alligatum, ut quoad nos loqui quidem possit, sed ea quae sunt quoad se 
dicere nequeat. Quod enim humano verbo vel dici vel negari potest, idem 
a Dei verbo non est a priori excludendum, quasi hoc non consonaret cum 
categoriis religiosae dictae experientiae. 

Sed praeterea, consubstantialitatis ratio, in c. Nicaeno adhibita, ultra 
realismum dogmaticum in verbo Dei implicite contentum non procedit 
Ipsa enim haec ratio nihil est aliud quam hoc quod eadem de Filio quae de 
Patre dicuntur excepto Patris nomine. Quae autem de Patre dicuntur, sane 
dicuntur; enuntiata sunt, quibus credendum est; enuntiata sunt quae, cum 
vera sint, rebus correspondent. Quae vero de Filio dicuntur, pariter sunt 
enuntiata quibus credendum est et quae rebus correspondent. Quod si ex il- 
lis quaedam excipis et reliqua dicis cum his coincidere, iterum enuntiatum 
quoddam profers quod intra campum realismi dogmatici iacet totum. Quo 
tamen prolato, iam Filium Patri consubstantialem dixisti. 

Quae cum ita sint, superfluit hypothesis de ontologia hellenistica. 338 
Quae quidem hypothesis eo manifestius superfluit quo exactius ontologiae 
hellenisticae considerantur. Apud Tertullianum quidem ontologia hellenis¬ 
tica eaque stoica detegi potest; sed quatenus aderat haec ontologia, eatenus 
Tertullianus a consubstantialitate Nicaena recessit. Apud Origenem detegi 
potest ontologia hellenistica eaque magis Platonica; sed quatenus aderat 

338 Caeterum in hac quaestione illud praetereundum non est, sicut non pauci 
philosophi et theologi acatholici, ita etiam non paucos historicos, eosque eru- 
ditissimos, inter mythum et ontologiam re vera non disdnguere. Iis enim non 
alia est metaphysica quam mythus instrumentis scientificis confectus (e. g., 

P. Tillich, rgg/ 2 IV, 367). Quare, ubi auctorem legis qui ex Gnosticismo c. 
Nicaenum derivat, citius fallaciam saepe invenies si placita philosophica ab 
eo praesupposita examinaveris quam si statim documenta historica interpre- 
tanda adieris. 
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word of God nor assumed by those historians who conceive history hot as the 
art of covert polemics but as that science whose object is to understand the 
mind of another time. It was the word of God, not his own religious experi¬ 
ence and that alone, that Isaiah thought he was proclaiming and Paul 
thought he was preaching and Athanasius thought he was defending. The 
categories proper to religious experience are not the same as those that are 
implicitly contained in the word of God. For all that is had from religious ex¬ 
perience certainly implies a relationship to the subject who has the experi¬ 
ence. But ‘the word of God is not chained’ [2 Timothy 2.9], not limited to 
speaking of things in relation to us and unable to speak about things with re¬ 
spect to themselves. For what a human word can affirm or deny is not on 
principle to be excluded from the word of God, as if this word were not con¬ 
sonant with the categories of what is called religious experience. 

But furthermore, Nicea’s use of the concept of consubstantiality does not 
go beyond the dogmatic realism contained implicitly in the word of God. 
For this concept means simply that the same things are said of the Son as of 
the Father, except the name ‘Father.’ Whatever is said of the Father is surely 
said; propositions about the Father are to be believed, and these proposi¬ 
tions, since they are true, correspond to reality. But whatever is said about 
the Son are propositions that are equally to be believed and correspond to 
reality. But if you except any of the former propositions and say that the re¬ 
maining ones accord with the latter, you are again stating a proposition that 
lies entirely within the ambit of dogmatic realism, and with that statement 
have affirmed the Son’s consubstantiality with the Father. 

The hypothesis about Hellenistic ontology, therefore, is quite otiose. 338 
This becomes all the more evident when one examines Hellenistic ontology 
more closely. A Stoic form of Hellenistic ontology can be detected in Ter- 
tullian; but the more this ontology was present in his'thinking, the farther he 
was from Nicea’s concept of consubstantiality. Origen’s Hellenistic ontology 
is more Platonic, and insofar as he was influenced by this ontology, he was 

338 Besides, in this question it must be noted that not only many non-Catholic 
philosophers and theologians but also not a few very learned historians make 
no real distinction between metaphysics and myth, since for them metaphys¬ 
ics is simply scientifically elaborated myth (e.g. Paul Tillich, ‘Mythus, begrif- 
flich und religionspsychologisch,’ in Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwari: 
Handworterbuch fiir Theologie und Religionswissertschaft, 2nd ed. [Tubingen: 
J.C.B. Mohr, 1930] 4,367). So if you find some author deriving the teaching of 
the Council of Nicea from gnosticism, you can often discover the fallacy more 
quickly by examining his philosophical presuppositions than going directly to 
the historical documents. 
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haec ontologia, eatenus Origenes a consubstantialitate Nicaena vel magis ] 

recessit. Neque minus ab Athanasio quam ab Ario reiectae sunt et emissio 
Valentini et Mariichaei pars consubstantialis. 

Quae tamen non ita intelligenda sunt ut realismus dogmaticus in verbo 
Dei implicite contentus sine ullo influxu cuiturae hellenisticae ex implicito 
in explicitum transiisse censeatur. Aliud est fontem quaerere in quo realis¬ 
mus dogmaticus contentus sit; aliud autem est causas assignare unde im- j 

plicita quaedam positio philosophica aliquatenus facta sit explicita. Nisi i 

fuissent Gnostici et Marcionitae, nisi fuissent Sabelliani, nisi fuissent Ariani, 
nisi fuissent episcopi qui haereticis non solum excommunicatione sed etiam 
exacta quadam fidei professione respondendum esse censerent, haud in- 
venta fuisset formula de Filii consubstantialitate. Neque tamen Gnosticos, 
neque Marcionitas, neque Sabellianos, neque Arianos, neque ipsos ratioci- 
nantes episcopos explicas quin hellenisticam culturam suum exercuisse in- 
fluxum agnoveris. Qui tamen influxus, inde ab ipsa aetate patristica 
cognitus atque affirmatus, adeo non probat ecclesiam religionem aliam in 
locum christianae substituisse, ut tantummodo assignet causam, a divina 
providentia praeparatam, unde ipsa religio Christiana explicita reddere po- 
tuerit quae implicite ab initio in ipso Dei verbo habuit. i 

Qui quidem processus ut paulo distinctius declaretur, inter se comparari 
oportet realismum acriticum, realismum dogmaticum, et realismum criti- 
cum. Iam vero omnium hominum est realia agnoscere, sed alii, aliud adhi- 
bent criterion, cum rationem assignent cur se realia cognoscere arbitrentur. 

Acritici quidem hunc manifestum montem ideo realem cognosci dicunt, 
quiaetoculisvidetur et pedibus calcatur etmanibus attrectari potest; et cum 
res sit adeo et obvia et clara, quamlibet ulteriorem vel petere vel dare ratio¬ 
nem stultitiae deputant vel perversitati. Critici e contra eundem montem 
conceduntet visibilem oculis et firmum pedibus et palpabilem manibus sen- 
tiri sed eum cognosci realem negant nisi vero iudicio existere affirmatur; et 
cum hoc saltern acriticis minime evidens videatur, totam rem penitus inves- 
tigant, et cogentes rationes pro singulis suis assertis cumulant, et omnia 
quaecumque effugia excludunt. Dogmatici denique, sive naturali quodam 
rationabilitatis vigore, quod tamen rarius accidere videtur, sive per revela- 
tum Dei verbum implicito quodam modo edocti, ita cum criticis consen- 
tiunt ut, cur consentiant, nesciant; unde et facilius fieri potest ut, parum sibi 
consistentes, dogmaticum realismum cum acritico admisceant. 

Qualem admixtionem in scriptoribus christianis et antenicaenis facile de- 
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even farther from the consubstantiality of Nicea. Valentinius’s notion of 
emission and the Manichaean notion of a consubstantial part were rejected 
by Athanasius as well as by Arius. 

Still, this does not mean that Hellenistic culture had no influence upon 
the process in which the dogmatic realism implicitly contained in the word 
of God became more explicit. It is one thing to ask about the source in 
which dogmatic realism is contained and another thing to assign causes 
whereby an implicit philosophical position becomes explicit, at least to 
some extent. Had there been no Gnostics or Marcionites, no Sabellians or 
Arians, and no bishops who decided to respond to those heretics not only by 
excommunicating them but also by requiring of them a precise profession 
of faith, the formula for the consubstantiality of the Son would not have 
been found. But Gnostics, Marcionites, Sabellians, Arians, and the reason¬ 
ing of those bishops cannot be explained without acknowledging the influ¬ 
ence of Hellenistic culture. This influence, known and acknowledged from 
the patristic era, far from proving that the church had replaced the Chris¬ 
tian religion with some other, simply assigns a cause, prepared in advance by 
divine providence, whereby the Christian religion was able to render explic¬ 
it what it implicitly possessed from the very beginning in the word of God. 

For a clearer explanation of this process we must differentiate between 
naive realism, dogmatic realism, and critical realism. People all say that they 
know things that are real but use different criteria in explaining why they 
think they know them. Naive realists say that they know this obvious moun¬ 
tain to be real because they see it with their eyes, can kick it with their foot, 
and touch it with their hands; and since that is so manifestly clear, they feel 
that to ask for or try to give any further reason is just foolishness or sheer per¬ 
versity. Critical realists, on the other hand, grant that the mountain is visible 
to the eyes and solid to the foot and palpable to the touch, but they deny that 
it is known as real unless its existence is affirmed in a true judgment; and 
since this is not very evident, at least to naive realists, critical realists under¬ 
take a thorough investigation of the whole matter, gather cogent reasons for 
each of their assertions, and anticipate any possible evasive arguments. Fi¬ 
nally, dogmatic realists, whether by reason of their natural strength of mind 
-which, however, seems to be rather rare - or through having been instruct¬ 
ed in some implicit way by the revealed word of God, agree with critical re¬ 
alists without knowing why they do so. As a result, it can quite easily happen 
that, however inconsistent it is, theirs is a combination of dogmatic and na¬ 
ive realism. 

This combination of dogmatic and naive realism is easily seen in the writ- 
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tegis. Qui enim verbum Dei ita credebant ut per totum imperium romanum 
fidem propagarint et ipsos caelos martyribus impleverint, implicite sane er- 
ant realistae dogmatici: non enim quod sensibus suberat pro unico reali ha- 
buerunt, sed maxime illi adhaeserunt reali tad quae per verum Dei verbum 
iis innotuit. At dogmaticus realista, sicut rationes suae position is nescit, ita 
quae inde deducuntur consectaria vel parum vel minime agnoscit. Reale per 
verum cognosci pro certo habet; sed simul addit reale sua mole determina- 
tam spatii partem occupare. Minime dubitat distincta esse quorum unum 
non est aliud; sed etiam addit distincta esse quorum alius est alterius locus 
et insuper forte aliud alterius tempus. Evidens ei est effectum a causa depen- 
dere; quam tamen dependentiam etiam videat necesse est, vel in ramis ex ar- 
bore extensis, vel in prole e parente nata, vel in splendore e sole emisso, vel 
. in alia ex alia accensa lucerna. 


At ipsa haec permixtio sibi non constat. Iam adest quod superius diximus 
fundamentum materials dialectici processus .339 

Neque deesse potest eiusdem processus principium formale quod vel in 
solo rationis lumine consistit vel in eodem per fidem illustrato. Quas ob cau- 
sas, datis occasionibus quas quidem haeretici dare solent, ipse obiectivus 
processus dialecticus aptus natus est et acriticum realismum expellere et 
dogmaticum magis sui conscium reddere. 

Cum tamen ipse quern dicimus realismus dogmaticus nisi implicitus non 
fuerit, ita etiam dialecticus hie processus non explicite secundum rationes 
suas philosophicas sed tantum implicite in quaestionibus religiosis et theo- 
logicis peractus est. Vel etiam, ut idem aliter dicam, ab initio verbum Dei 
epistemologiam quandam atque ontologiam implicite contipebat, sed quod 
implicite inerat explicite non innotuit nisi per processum quendam tempo- 
ralem et dialecticum eumque eo magis complexum quo minus directe verae 
quasi radices problematis tangebantur. 

Et primus quidem erat motus, iam in ipso nt inceptus, quo Lex et Evan- 
gelium in mutuis suis habitudinibus explorabantur secundum notum prin¬ 
cipium nt in vt latere, vt in nt patere; cui adiungebantur apologiae turn 
ad Iudaeos turn ad paganos directae. Sed ex neo-conversis erant ludaei qui 
categorias vt non superabant, et ideo lesum nisi magistrum, prophetam, 
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ings of ante-Nicene Christian authors. For those who believed so firmly in 
the word of God that they spread their faith throughout the entire Roman 
Empire and peopled heaven with their martyrs were implicitly, to be sure, 
dogmatic realists - for they did not hold as real only what impinged upon 
their senses, but clung above all to that reality which was made known to 
them through the true word of God. Dogmatic realists, however, not know¬ 
ing the reasons for their position, are scarcely or not at all aware of the im¬ 
plications of their position. They know for certain that the real is known 
through the true; but at the same time they add that a real thing, having a 
, determinate mass, occupies a certain amount of space. They are quite cer¬ 

tain that those things are distinct of which one is not the other, but they also 
add that those things are distinct which occupy different spaces, and per¬ 
haps at different times as well. They take it as evident that every effect de- 
; pends upon a cause, but also that it is necessary to see this dependence, as 

the dependence of branches upon the tree, or of a child born from its par¬ 
ents, or of the rays emitted from the sun, or of one candle lit from another. 

But this mixture of realisms is inconsistent. It constitutes what we spoke of 
earlier, the material foundation of the dialectical process. 339 

There must also be present the formal principle of this same process, 
I which consists either in the light of reason alone or in this light further illu- 

\ mined by faith. When these factors are in place, then on those occasions that 

are usually provided by heretics, this objective dialectical process itself is well 
equipped for eliminating naive realism and enabling dogmatic realists to be¬ 
come more fully aware of themselves. 

Still, since what we are calling dogmatic realism was only implicit, so also 
this dialectical process was carried out, not explicitly according to its own 
philosophical reasons, but only implicitly in questions of religion or theol¬ 
ogy. Or also, to put it in another way, from the beginning the word of God 
implicitly contained an epistemology and an ontology, but what was present 
in it implicitly did not become known explicitly except through a dialectical 
process over time, a process that was all the more complex the less directly 
the real roots of the problem were touched upon. 

First there was the movement, begun in the New Testament itself, in 
which the mutual relationships between the Law and the Gospel were ex- 
! plored according to the familiar principle that the New Testament in the 

Old lies concealed, and the Old Testament in the New stands revealed. To 
this were added various treatises in defense of the faith addressed to the Jews 

I 

339 See p. 107. 
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angelum non fuisse dictitabant; et quasi e diaraetro aderant Gentiles quibus 
vt absonum videbatur, unde alium Deum longe inferiorem et creatorem, 
alium autem suramum et bonum agnoscebant, sive symbolicis Gnosticorum 
speculationibus freti, sive Marcionitarum critica biblica. Quibus ita pone- 
bantur et problema hermeneuticum et problema theologicum de concep- 
tione Dei, ut mox accederet et problema trinitarium; nam identificatis Deo 
creatore vt et Deo Patre nt et suramo Deo naturaliter noto, advenerunt qui 
varie Patripassiani, monarchiani, Sabelliani nominabantur, qui Deum 
Patrem eundem dicebant ac Deus Filius. 


Contra quosaliter Occidentales aliter Alexandrini processerunt. Illi enim 
problema hermeneuticum vix agressi, ita Deum creatorem et distinctum 
Filium defendebant ut realismum suum acriticum obiective manifestarent 
et trinitariam formulam ‘unius substantiae’ invenirent. Hi autem problema 
hermeneuticum methodice et scientifice aggressi sunt, ultra symbola scrip- 
turistica ad realitatem symbolizatam progredi voluerunt, et realismum ac¬ 
riticum Platonismo quodam ita superabant ut Origenes Patrem vere Deum, 
Filium participatione Deum docuerit. 

Quod* si manifestius imperfecta erat theologia Alexandriae orta et per 
Origenem Caesaream translata, omnibus numeris absoluta non erat quae in 
Tertulliano, Hippolyto, Novatiano, Dionysio Alexandrino detegitur. Fere 
exigebatur novus profectus qui tandem in longioribus controversiis Arianis 
attingebatur. 

Nam Arii eratet ( 1 ) omnemanthropomorphismumomnemque excludere 
metaphoram ut realismus acriticus iam acceptari non posset, et (2) catego- 
rias Platonicas ab Origene invectas praetermittere ut in categoriis christianis 
Creatorem et creaturam respicientibus poneretur quaestio, et (3) ex tali 
problematica rationalistice fere concludere Filium esse creaturam. 

Quae Nicaeae habita est synodus realismo dogmatico usa est. Explicite 
realismum acriticum non repudiavit; quod tamen implicite fecit. Quae par- 


The Robert Moilot Collection 


251 Part l: Prolegomena 

and to the pagans. But among the newly converted were Jews who did not 
succeed in getting beyond the categories of the Old Testament and so main¬ 
tained thatjesus was only a teacher, a prophet, or an angel. At the other end 
of the spectrum were Gentiles who looked upon the Old Testament as ab¬ 
surd, and accordingly, drawing upon either the symbolic speculations of the 
Gnostics or the biblical criticism of the Marcionites, recognized two Gods, 
one God who is supreme and good and a second far inferior Creator God. 
They were faced with the hermeneutical problem and the theological prob¬ 
lem of the concept of God, to which the trinitarian problem was soon added; 
for as soon as the Creator God of the Old Testament and God the Father of 
the New Testament and the supreme God known by natural reason had 
been pronounced identical, there arrived on the scene those who were var¬ 
iously called Patripassiani Monarchians, or Sabellians, all of whom held 
that God the Father and God the Son were one and the same. 

These heresies were countered by the Western Fathers and the Alexan¬ 
drians, but in different ways. The former had scarcely addressed the herme¬ 
neutical problem, and in their defense of the distinction between God the 
Creator and the Son they revealed objectively their naive realism and ar¬ 
rived at the trinitarian formula ‘of one substance.’ The Alexandrians, how¬ 
ever, having addressed the hermeneutical problem methodically and 
scientifically, decided to advance beyond biblical symbols to the reality sym¬ 
bolized, and went beyond naive realism by means of a certain Platonism, as 
seen in Origen’s doctrine that the Father was truly God and the Son was God 
by participation. 

But if the theology that originated in Alexandria and was brought to Cae¬ 
sarea by Origen was more obviously imperfect, the theology that is found in 
Tertullian, Hippolytus, Novatian, and Dionysius of Alexandria was by no 
means free of all defects. A fresh advance was needed, and this took place in 
the long-drawn-out controversies with the Arians. 

What Arius did was this: he excluded all anthropomorphism and all met¬ 
aphor, so that naive realism was no longer acceptable, he set aside the Pla¬ 
tonic categories introduced by Origen to pose the question in the Christian 
categories of Creator and creature, and from this problematic he concluded 
in a somewhat rationalistic way that the Son was a creature. 

The realism of the Council of Nicea was dogmatic realism. It did not ex¬ 
plicitly reject naive realism, but did so implicitly. 340 It seriously considered 

340 This is quite clear from the explanations given in the council itself, according 
to Eusebius’s account, Epistola ad suaeparoeciae homines (Opitz, aw hi, 45-47; 
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ticipationem Platonicam innuere possent, Filium nempe sine differentia 
Patri simillimum, consideravit concilium sed, perspectis Arianorum effugiis, 
reiecit. 341 Directe proinde contra Arianos determinavit Filium non esse 
creaturam, non esse temporalem, non esse mutabilem. Denique ut positive 
catholicam doctrinam ediceret, Filium et ex Patre natum et Patri consub- 
stantialem affirmavit. 

Quod quam inevitabile fuerit, ex subsequentibus controversiis manifesta- 
tur. In ipso erant concilio qui dicerent nisi rem materialem et corporalem 
alteri consubstantialem esse non posse; at pari ratione dixissent nisi rem ma¬ 
terialem et corporalem filium esse non posse; et per illud ipsum ‘non posse,’ 
mentem suam rationalisticam aperuerunt qui mysteria esse in Deo non satis 
attenderunt. 

Parem quendam rationalismum in Eusebianis et Homoeousianis invenis, 
qui nisi sensu Sabelliano Filium Patri consubstantialem intelligere non 
poterant; graviorem vero in Anomoeis qui syllogismis iisque fallacibus im- 
possibilitatem SS. Trinitatis demonstrare conati sunt. 

Theologiam iam pridem antiquatam in Formula Prolixiori invenis, quae re- 
alismum acriticum renovare voluit ut unus sit Deus propter monarchiam, 
concordiam, subordinationem Filii, intimam quandam et naturalem Filii 
cum Patre coniunctionem, unionem, dependentiam. 342 

Pariter antiquatam theologiam in Eusebianis invenis qui ad participa- 
tionem quandam Platonicam confugientes parum attenderunt hanc parti- 
cipationem esse hellenisticam, Creations autem et creaturae categorias esse 
hebraicas et Christianas. 

Qui denique Homoei Filium Patri similem secundum scripturas affirma- 
bant et nomina ontologica omnia excludebant, excludere tamen non 
poterant e mentibus hominum quaestionem, utrum scilicet Christus Dei Fi¬ 
lms etiam Deus esset an, sicut et nos, creatura. Iam vero non excludere 
quaestionem, quae tunc ponebatur et hodie usque ponitur, et tamen possi- 


what could suggest Platonic participation, namely, that the Son is most sim¬ 
ilar to the Father without any difference, but as soon as it saw this formula 
could provide a handle for the Arians, it rejected it. 341 Thereupon, directly 
countering the Arians, it determined that the Son is not a creature, is before 
all ages, and is not mutable. Finally it expressed the catholic doctrine in a 
positive way, affirming that the Son is both born of the Father and consub- 
stantial with the Father. 

Later controversies reveal how inevitable this was. At the Council there 
were those who said that only something material and corporeal could be 
consubstantial with something else. But by the same reasoning they would 
have said that unless a thing is material and corporeal it cannot be a son, and 
in that word 'cannot' those who largely overlooked the fact that there are 
mysteries in God revealed their rationalistic mentality. 

There is a comparable rationalism in the Eusebians and the Homoiou- 
sians, who could not understand the consubstantiality of the Son with the 
Father except in a Sabellian sense; but there is a more serious rationalism in 
the Anomoians, who tried to prove the impossibility of the Trinity by syllo¬ 
gisms, fallacious ones at that. 

An already antiquated theology can be found in the Long-lined Creed, 
which attempted to revive naiye realism in teaching that God is one because 
of monarchy, concord, the subordination of the Son, and the intimate and 
natural connection and union of the Son with the Father and his depen- 
dence upon him. 342 

There is an equally antiquated theology in the Eusebians, who had re¬ 
course to a Platonic notion of participation, hardly noticing that such par¬ 
ticipation was Hellenistic whereas Creator and creature were Hebraic and 
Christian categories. 

Lastly, the Homoians affirmed that the Son was like the Father in the 
sense expressed in the scriptures and were for eliminating all ontological 
terminology; but they could not eliminate this question from people's 
minds, whether Christ the Son of God was himself God or, like us, a crea¬ 
ture. Yet to keep this question, which is as often asked today as it wLs then. 


mg 20, 1539 c - 1543)- and from Athanasius, De decretis Nicaenae synodi (Opitz 
aw n, 1-45; mg 25,415-76) passim. 

341 Athanasius, De decretis Nicaenae synodi, 20; Opitz, AW It, 16, 27 - 17 5 MG 25, 

450 D - 451 A. See Alexander of Alexandria, Epistola ad Alexandrum ’ Opitz 
aw in, 27,15. r 

342 The Long-lined Creed, IX; Hahn, §159, pp. 195-96; Athanasius, De synodis 26; 
Opitz, AW II, 253,34 - 254,6; mc 26, 734 bc. 
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bilitatem responsi excludere, nihil est nisi archaismi vitium qui supponit 
homines hodiernos non hodie vivere sed saeculo quodam iam pridem an- 
teacto; quod tam pemiciosum est quam falsum, si quidem tempora mutan- 
tur et nos mutamur cumillis. 

Quod si dogma Nicaenum suo tempore inevitabile fuit, etiam novum fuit. 
Peractus enim est transitus ex multis ad unum, ex multis symbolis, multis 
titulis, multis praedicatis ad ultimum omnium fundamentum, Filii nempe 
consubstandalitatem. Peractus pariter est transitus ex iis quae sunt quoad 
nos, ex Deo utagente supremo, ut creatore, ut omnium Domino eoque om- 
nipotente, ad ea quae sunt quoad se, ad ontologicam Dei rationem seu sub- 
standam divinam. Peractus pariter est transitus ex verbo Dei prout tali 
populo, tali tempore, talibus adiunctis accommodatum est ad verbum Dei 
prout pariter omni populo, omni tempore, quibuscumque in adiunctis af- 
firmandum est; quod quidem nihil est aliud quam transitus ex prophetico 
oraculo lahwe.ex evangelio in Galilea annuntiato, ex praedicadone apos- 
tolica et ex simplici tradidone ecclesiastica ad dogma catholicum. Peractus 
pariter est transitus ex mysterio Dei prout sub symbolis latet, sub multiplica- 
tis titulis innuitur, et in dramatico-practica hominum vita nisi modo vago et 
confuso non apprehenditur, ad mysterium Dei prout Claris et disdncds af- 
firmationibus apparenter contradictoriis circumscribitur et manifestatur. 
Peractus denique est transitus ex problematibus ad fundamentalem quam 
dam eorum soludonem. Definitivus enim factus est gressus e realismo acri- 
tico ultra Platonismum ad realismum dogmaticum et versus realismum 
criticum. Quaestioni hermeneuucae. Quid per symbola symbolizetur, re- 
sponsum est, Symbola symbolizant id quod est, id quod vere affirmatur. 
Quaestioni theologicae quemadmodum conciperetur Deus responsum est 
turn praetermittendo sublimes ideas Platonicas, turn reaffirmando creato- 
rem omnipotentem, turn ultra Deum agentem ascendendo ad substantiam 
illam, ad ens illud, quod substantiis et entibus causa est ut sint. Quaestioni 
denique trinitariae ita responsum est ut iam fundamentum iaceret unde 
tota systematizatio theologiae catholicae sponte fere proflueret; qua qui¬ 
dem systematizatione posita, nisi summa quadam difficultate a posteris non 
intelligitur quemadmodum antenicaeni, quae dixerunt, dicere potuerint. 
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and at the same time to rule out the possibility of answering it, is to be guilty 
of the archaism that supposes that men and women today are not living in 
the present but in some age long past. This is as ruinous as it is wrong, since, 
after all, ‘times change, and we change with them.’ 

But if the dogma of Nicea was inevitable in its own time, it was also some¬ 
thing new. For it was a transition from multiplicity to unity, from many sym¬ 
bols, many titles, many predicates, to the ultimate foundation of them all, 
the consubstantiality of the Son. It was likewise a transition from things in re¬ 
lation to us, from God as supreme agent, as Creator and Lord of all and 
therefore omnipotent, to things with respect to themselves, to the ontolog¬ 
ical conception of God, the divine substance. It was also a transition from 
the word of God as accommodated to a particular people, at a particular 
time, and in particular circumstances, to the word of God to be affirmed by 
all peoples at all times and in all circumstances; and this is but the transition 
from the prophetic oracle of Yahweh, from the gospel proclaimed in Gali¬ 
lee, from the preaching of the apostles and the simple tradition of the 
church, to catholic dogma. It was also a transition from the mystery of God 
hidden under symbols, hinted at under an increasing number of titles, and 
only dimly and indistinctly apprehended in the dramatico-practical pattern 
of human living, to the mystery of God as encompassed and revealed in clear 
and distinct and apparently contradictory affirmations. It was, in fine, a tran¬ 
sition from problems to their basic solution. For it was the definitive step 
from naive realism through Platonism to dogmatic realism and towards crit¬ 
ical realism. To the hermeneutic question, ‘What is it that symbols symbol¬ 
ize?’ its answer was, ‘Symbols symbolize that which is, what is truly affirmed.’ 
To the theological question about how God is to be conceived, it answered 
by setting aside Plato’s lofty Ideas, by reaffirming an omnipotent Creator, 
and by ascending beyond God as agent to that substance, that being, who is 
the cause of the very existence of all substances and beings. Lastly, in its an¬ 
swer to the trinitarian question the foundation was now laid upon which the 
entire systematization of Catholic theology almost of its own accord would 
emerge. And with this systematization in place, the inheritors of Nicea have 
little difficulty understanding how the ante-Nicene authors could have said 
what they actually did say. 
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THESIS 1 

Dens Pater proprium suum atque unicum Filium neque ex praeiacente 
materia fecit neque ex nihilo creavit sed ab aetemo ex sua substantia 
consubstantialem sibi gignit. 

Termini 

Deus : qui populo Israelitico se revelavit, unde et concipiebatur Deus Abra¬ 
ham, Deus Isaac, Deus Iacob, Deus patrum nostrorum; idem.iterum, rerum 
omnium principium et finis, cuius invisibilla per ea quae facta sunt intellec- 
ta conspiciuntur (Rom l.20). 

Pater , Filius: qui ad invicem referuntur ut principium et principiatum se¬ 
cundum generationem. 

Filius proprius, unicus; qui proprio Filio non pepercit, Rom 8.32; et in 
lesum Christum Filium eius unicum Dominum nostrum, db 2, 6; cf. lo 1.14, 
18; 3.16, 18, collatis Lc 7.12; 8.42; 9.38; Heb 11.17; ds 2 ss. 

facere, creare, gignere. pariter dicunt originem alterius ab alio, differunt au- 
tem quatenus quis quid facit ex nihilo sui sed ex aliquo subiecti faciendi, cre- 
at ex nihilo turn sui turn subiecti, gignit ex aliquo sui sed ex nihilo subiecti. 

aetemitas, aevum, tempus. ; ita distingui solent ut aeternum sit quod omnem 
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THESIS 1 

God the Father neither made his own and only Son out of preexisting 
matter nor created him out of nothing, but from eternity generates him out 
of his own substance as consubstantial with himself. 

Terminology 

God: the one who revealed himself to the people of Israel, whence he is con¬ 
ceived as the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, the God of Jacob, the God 
of our fathers. He is also conceived as the first principle and end of all 
things, whose attributes, ‘invisible though they are, have been understood 
and seen through the things he has made' (Romans 1.20). 

Father, Son: those who are related to each other as the origin and the one 
originated on the basis of generation. 

his own and only Son: 'he who did not spare his own Son,' Romans 8.32; 
‘and in Jesus Christ his only Son our Lord,’ db 2, 6; Ds 2, 30; ND 1, 5; see 
John 1.14, 18; 3.16,18, and comparable texts, Luke 7.12,8.42, 9.38; Hebrews 
11 . 17 ; DS 2 - 6 . 

make, create, generate, these three verbs alike denote origin of one from an¬ 
other, but differ in that one makes something out of nothing of oneself but 
out of something of a subject to be fashioned, one creates out of nothing ei¬ 
ther of oneself or of a subject, and one.generates out of something of oneself 
but out of nothing of a subject. 

eternity, aevitemity, time, the usual distinction is that ‘eternal’ excludes ab- 
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prorsus mutationem excludat, in aevo sit quod mutationem non omnem 
sed continuam (sine fine divisibilem) excludat, temporale sit quod mutatio- 
ni continuae subiaceat; unde in aeternitate non dantur ‘ante’ et ‘post’ sed 
omnia simul sunt; in aevo ita dantur ‘ante’ et ‘post’ ut tamen quantitate 
continua non mensuretur quantum alius eventus ante vel post alium sit; in 
tempore denique et ‘ante’ et ‘post’ dantur et quantum aliud alio prius vel 
posterius sit quantitate continua mensuratur. 

consubstantialia sunt quae secundum substantiam eadem habentattributa 
seu praedicata. Ita canis cani, equus equo, homo homini consubstantialis 
est; sed canis equo, equus homini, homo cani consubstantialis non est. 
Unde in c. Chalcedonensi Filius affirmatur consubstantialis Patri secundum 
deitatem et consubstantialis nobis secundum humanitatem, db 148, ds 301. 


Nota theseos 

De fide divina et catholica ex symbolo et anathemate c. Nicaeni, db 54, ds 
125 s. 

Ubi docetur generatio: natum ex Patre unigenitum, hoc est de sub¬ 

stantia Patris, Deum ex Deo, lumen ex lumine, Deum verum de Deo vero, 
natum non factum 

Docetur consubstantialitas:unius substantiae cum Patre (quod Graeci 
dicunt homoousion ) 

Anathemate damnatur creatio vel factio: ‘Quia ex non existentibus factus 
est aut ex alia subsistentia vel essentia.’ 

Anathemate damnatur aeternitatis negatio: ‘Erat quando non erat’ et 
‘Antequam nasceretur non erat.’ 

Anathemate damnatur consubstantialitatis negatio: convertibilem aut 
mutabilem filium Dei 

Adversarii 

1 Antiquos iam in praemittendis enumeravimus, Iudaeo-Christianos 
haereticos, Gnosticos, Marcionitas, Manichaeos, Adoptionistas, Patripas- 
sianos, Sabellianos, Arianos, Eunomianos. 

2 Sociniani seu Unitarii inde asaec. xvi divinam unitatem etsimplicitatem 
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solutely all change, that ‘aeviternal’ excludes not all change but all contin¬ 
uous, indefinitely divisible change, and that ‘temporal’ is that which is 
subject to continuous change. Hence in eternity there is no ‘before’ and ‘af¬ 
ter,’ but all things are simultaneous; in aeviternity there is a ‘before’ and ‘af¬ 
ter’ but how one event is before or after another is not measured by 
continuous quantity; and in time there is a ‘before’ and ‘after’ and the ex¬ 
tent to which one event is before or after another is measured by continu¬ 
ous quantity. 

Those are consubstantial which on the basis of their substance have the 
same attributes or predicates. Thus one dog is consubstantial with another 
dog, one horse with another horse, and one human being with another hu¬ 
man being; but a dog is not consubstantial with a horse, or a horse with a 
human, or a human with a dog. Hence the Council of Chalcedon asserts 
that the Son is consubstantial with the Father in divinity and consubstantial 
with us in humanity, db 148, ds 301, nd 614. 

Theological note 

This thesis is of divine and catholic faith from the Nicene Creed and the 
added anathema, db 54, ds 125-26, nd 7-8. 

This creed teaches origin of the Son by way of generation: ‘... born and 
begotten from the Father, that is, of the substance of the Father, God from 
God, light from light, true God from true God, born not made ...’ 

It teaches consubstantiality: of one substance with the Father (in 

Greek, homoousion) ...” 

Creation and making are anathematized: ‘... that [the Son] was made out 
of nothing [ex ouk onton] , or out of a different substance [hypostaseos] or es¬ 
sence [ousias].’ 

The denial of eternity is anathematized: ‘There was a time when he was 
not,’ and ‘before he was begotten he was not.’ 

The denial of consubstantiality is anathematized: Son of God subject 
to change or alteration ...’ 

Adversaries 

1 We have listed the ancient adversaries in part 1: Judeo-Christian heretics, 
Gnostics, Marcionites, Manichaeans, Adoptionists, Patri passians, Sabellians, 
Arians, Eunomians. 

2 Socinians or Unitarians from the sixteenth century have professed the 
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confessi sunt ut omnem personarum distinctionem tollerent; sicut a Calvin- 
istis, ita etiam a Paulo iv (db 993, ds 1880) condemnati sunt. 

Deistaeet deinde Rationalistic omne revelatum Dei verbum negaverunt et 
ideo etiam omnia fidei mysteria incluso mysterio SS. Trinitatis. 

Ex pietismo, romanticismo, idealismo ortus est liberalismus theologicus 
qui ea conditione valores Christianismi retinere voluit ut spiritus tamen hu- 
manus e dogmatibus liberaretur. Quod aliter ab aliis fieri posse censebatur, 
vel cum Hegel qui Spiritum absolutum iudicavit turn per Artem et per Reli- 
gionem- turn perfecte per Philosophiam sese exprimere, vel cum Schleier- 
macher qui phaenomena religiosa ad sentimentum religiosum reduxit, vel 
cum Ritschl qui magis communitatis quam individui experientiam reli- 
giosam respexit. 

3 Accessit historia * scientifica,' ilia nempe quae non testes examinat ut fide 
dignis credat, sed praeteritorum saeculorum documenta et monumenta 
colligit, comparat, ordinat, ut methodice in haec phaenomena scientifice 
intelligenda procedat. Cuius methodi est ut facilius ad hypotheses falsas vel 
parum scientificas excludendas perveniat quam ad positivam et certain re¬ 
rum explicationem attingendam. Ea enim lege semper proficiunt scientiae 
ut spes futuri profectus numquam tollatur. 

Cum ergo scientifice et historice quaesitum sit quid Hebraeorum religio, 
quis Christus, quid Christianismus, quid dogma dogmatumque evolutio, il- 
lud stat'im habebatur, haec scilicet omnia esse problemata nondum scienti¬ 
fice soluta neque mox scientifice solvenda. Neque difficile erat corollarium, 
scientiam historicam et fidem religiosam inter se pugnare, cum fides sit cer- 
tissima, historia autem longiorem suam investigationem paene inceperit. 

Praeterea, sicut non alia est scientia physica vel chimica inter Christianos, 
alia inter ludaeos, alia inter Mahumetanos, alia inter Indos, alia inter Sin¬ 
enses, pariter omnino de scientia historica ratiocinandum est; et ideo sicut 
in scientiis naturalibus eae adhibentur normae eaque criteria quae ad 
omnes pari efficacia convincendos apta nata sunt, ita etiam in scientifico 
scripturarum et dogmatum studio praetermittenda sunt criteria quae fidem 
praesupponunt et excludendae sunt hypotheses vel explication^ quae nat- 
uralem rerum cursum omnibus hominibus notum excedunt. 

Brevissime ergo ita concepta est scientia historica ut sola quaestio sit 
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unity and simplicity of God in such a way as to eliminate all distinction of 
persons. They were condemned by the Calvinists as well as by Pope Paul 1 v 
(db 993, ds 1880, nd 648). 

Deists and later rationalists denied all divine revelation and therefore all 
the mysteries of faith including the mystery of the Holy Trinity. 

From pietism, romanticism, and idealism there arose theological liberal¬ 
ism, which wanted to retain the values of Christianity but only on condition 
that the human spirit were liberated from dogmas. There were various 
opinions about how this could be done ; whether with Hegel, who held that 
the absolute Spirit expressed itself both through Art and through Religion 
and, in a perfect way, through Philosophy, or with Schieiermacher, who re¬ 
duced religious phenomena to religious sentiment, or with Ritschl, who was 
more concerned with the religious experience of the community than with 
that of the individual. 

3 In addition there is ‘ scientific ’ history, that is, history that does not exam¬ 
ine witnesses in order to believe what is worthy of credence, but collects, 
compares, and arranges the documents and artifacts of past centuries in or¬ 
der to proceed methodically to a scientific understanding of these phenom¬ 
ena. It is typical of this method that it is more successful in eliminating false 
or largely unscientific hypotheses than in arriving at a positive and certain 
explanation of the past. For only by following this norm do sciences contin¬ 
ue to advance so that there is always hope for future progress. 

When, therefore, an inquiry was conducted scientifically and historically 
into the religion of the Hebrews, into Christ, into Christianity, and into 
dogma and the development of dogmas, it was immediately seen that all 
these were problems that had not yet been scientifically solved and were not 
soon to be scientifically solved. And from this there easily followed the cor¬ 
ollary that scientific history and religious faith were antithetical, since faith 
is most certain, whereas history has barely begun its lengthy work of re¬ 
search. 

Moreover, just as physics and chemistry are the same for Christians, Jews, 
Muslims, Indians, and Chinese, the same must be said about scientific his¬ 
tory. Therefore, just as the natural sciences employ norms and criteria that 
are by their very nature effective in convincing all alike, so also in a scientif¬ 
ic study of scripture and of dogmas those criteria that presuppose faith 
must be left aside, and those hypotheses or explanations that go beyond the 
natural course of events familiar to all must be excluded. 

Very briefly, then, historical science is conceived as that whose sole ques- 
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quaenam ex possibilibus theoriis naturalisticis vel humanisticis melius 
phaenomena Hebraica et Christiana explicaret. At eiusmodi methodus ‘sci- 
entifica’ quam parum scientifica sit, iam ex eo manifestum est quod veri- 
tatem a priori excludit. 

4 Modemismus haeresis est inter Catholicos initio huius saeculi orta quae 
fidem scientiamque historicam ita componere voluit, ut dogmata non es- 
sent nisi symbola interioris et religiosae experientiae; et cum symboli esset 
magis utilitatem afferre quam immutabili cuidam veritati adaequare, etiam 
symbola dogmatica temporum decursu mutatis hominum indigentiis ac- 
commodanda erant. db 2001-6521; 2071-109; ds 3401-66; 3475 r- 500 - 

5 Proficientibus studiis psychologies et anthropologicis et accedente 
philosophia existentiali, haec modernistarum opinio et maiorem invenit fa- 
vorem et formulationem processui historico magis adaptatam adquisivit. 

Incipitur enim ab existente et ab intima quadam propriae conditionis ex- 
perientia. Quae ne frustra fere accidat, expressione et obiectificatione indi- 
get'ut sensum quendam formamque adquirat. Quod autem hodie inter 
maxime excultos fieri solet secundum differentiationem theologiae, phi- 
losophiae, scientiae, artis, idem sponte sua et modo quodam maxime apto 
atque vitali per symbolorum formationem efficitur, neque tantummodo in¬ 
ter incultos quibus aliud non existebat medium, sed etiam inter modemos 
atque excultos, neque illegitime sed omnino secundum naturalem quan- 
dam indigentiam exigentiamque humanam. 

Praeterea, quamvis symbolorum origo quodammodo individuals sit et 
fere privata, eorum tamen usus evadit publicus et communis, turn quia in 
ritibus, in narrationibus, in artefactis conficiuntur, turn quia non omnino 
alia in aliis est conditionis humanae experientia, turn quia ipsum vivendi 
modum et, ut ita dicam, stylum alius ab alio addiscit; et sicut ipsa symbola 
internam unius cuiusque conscientiam penetrant et informant, ita pariter 
ad ipsa fere fundamenta vitalia ordinis socialis et culturalis pertinent. 

Quibus peractis, mirum non est controversias de symbolis oriri. Alius 
dicit, Est, et alius respondet, Non. Ad argumenta proceditur; rationes colli- 
guntur et ordinantur; refutationes exquiruntur. Non de symbolis sed quasi 
de rebus disputatur, iisque summi momenti. Ad conclusionem denique 
pervenitur, non symbolicam, sed dogmaticam. Incipitur ab obiectificatione 
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tion is which of the possible naturalistic or humanistic theories best 
explains the phenomena of Judaism and Christianity. But just how unscien¬ 
tific such a ‘scientific’ method is, is already obvious from the fact that it ex¬ 
cludes truth a priori. 

4 Modernism is a heresy that sprang up among Catholics at the beginning 
of the twentieth century and wanted to bring together faith and historical 
science in such a way that dogmas would be merely symbols of interior reli¬ 
gious experience; and since it is the function of a symbol to be useful rather 
than to correspond to an unchangeable truth, in the course of time even 
the dogmatic creeds were to be adapted to the changing needs of human¬ 
kind. db 2001-653, 2071-109; ds 3401-66, 3475-500; nd 228, 846,650,1326, 
1437 ,1660, 1729. 

5 With the advances in psychology and anthropology and the emergence 
of existentialism in philosophy, this opinion of the modernists won in¬ 
creased acceptance and acquired a formulation better adapted to the his¬ 
torical process. 

For it begins with the existing person and from the inner experience of 
one s own condition. And that this may not happen in vain, it needs ex¬ 
pression and objectification in order to acquire a certain meaning and 
form. What usually occurs today among better educated persons through 
the differentiation of theology, philosophy, science, and art, spontaneously 
and in a most apt and vital manner is effected through the formation of 
symbols, not only among primitive peoples who had no other means avail¬ 
able to them, but even among the modern and well educated, and not ille¬ 
gitimately either, but entirely according to a natural human need and 
exigency. 

Besides, although the origin of symbols is, in a way, individual and rather 
private, nevertheless their use becomes public and common, because they 
are realized in rituals, in stories, and in artifacts, because the experience of 
the human condition is not totally different in different individuals, and be¬ 
cause people adopt one another’s manner of living and ‘lifestyle.’ And just 
as symbols themselves penetrate and inform each person’s innermost con¬ 
sciousness, so they likewise belong to the vital foundations of the social and 
cultural order. 

Once this has occurred, it is not surprising that controversies about sym¬ 
bols spring up. One side says yes, and the other answers no. Arguments be¬ 
gin; reasons are collected and marshaled; refutations are sought. The 
dispute is not about symbols but, as it were, about realities, and indeed, 
about realties of supreme importance. Finally a conclusion is arrived at - 
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fere artistica interioris experientiae; terminatur ad propositiones acute 
definitas et sensu ontologico omatas. En transitus ex symbolo ad dogma. 

Quem processum in dogmate Ghristiano illustrate voluit Hans Jonas. 
Quod enim in Rom 7 legitur, potius interioris experientiae descriptio est. 
At ipsa haec experientia sine obiectificatione sensu caret et forma. Quod 
ergo malum homo in se ipso praeter propriam voluntatem experitur, illud 
Deo bono attribui non vult, et ideo lapsum cogitat peccatumque quoddam 
originale. Qualem deinde victoriam idem homo experitur, illam non sibi 
misero sed bono Deo attribuit. Et sicut lapsum concrete et vivide sibi depin- 
git, ita victoriam Deo bono et per gratiam lesu Christi salvatoris operand 
r.efert. 

At quattuor post saecula, cum haec symbola innumeris hominibus inter- 
nam experientiam formaverint, oriuntur controversiae. Iam de symbolis 
non agitur sed de rebus, ut e controversiis concludantur propositiones sen¬ 
su ontologico praeditae, extitisse nempe quoddam peccatum originale 
originans, existere hodie usque peccatum originale originatum, existere re- 
alitatem quandam physicam et ontologicam cui nomen gratiae et per quam 
homo a peccato liberatur. Quibus positis, abundans remanet materia futur- 
arum controversiarum futurorumque dogmatum de praedesdnatione et 
reprobatione, de gratia et libertate, de efficaci et sufficienti gratia. 1 


1 H. Jonas, Augustin und das paulinische Freiheitsproblem, Gottingen 1930; prae- 
sertim de structura hermeneutica dogmatis, pp. 67-76, ubi idea centralis 
invenitur p. 74 s. Eiusdem sunt: Gnosis und spatantiker Geist, 2 vol., Gottingen 
1954 ; primum vol., iam 1934; et idem opus refectum et anglice redactum, The 
Gnostic Religion, The Message of the Alien God and the Beginnings of Christianity, 
Boston 1958. 

Quod si indubie per controversias ad dogmata formulanda communius 
perventum est, minime tamen constat in formandis symbolis nullam includi 
intentionein ontologicam. Quae enim distincte in conscientia evoluta et dif- 
ferentiata procedunt ut artistica, mathematica, scientifica, philosophica, theo- 
logica, eadem omnia sed modo confuso eoque spissp et presso per symbola 
intimantur. Quinimo sicut vel vera vel falsa philosophice et theologice elabo- 
rari possunt, ita etiam vera vel falsa per symbola indigitari possunL Quaestio 
de veritate ergo non evitatur, eoque minus ubi de vt et nt agitur in quibus 
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not a symbolic but a dogmatic conclusion. Starting from a somewhat artistic 
objectification of interior experience, it ends at propositions sharply de¬ 
fined and possessed of ontological meaning. Here indeed is the movement 
from symbol to dogma. 

Hans Jonas wanted to illustrate this movement in Christian dogma. What 
is found in chapter 7 of Romans is mainly a description of interior experi¬ 
ence. But this experience by itself without objectification lacks meaning 
and form. The evil that Paul has experienced within himself as contrary to 
his will he refuses to attribute to God, who is good, and therefore he thinks 
of a fall and an original sin. Then, whatever victory this same man experi¬ 
ences, he attributes not to his wretched self but to the goodness of God. 
And just as he depicts his own lapse in vivid concrete terms, so he gives cred¬ 
it for his victory to God, who is good and who works through the grace of 
Jesus Christ the Savior. 

But four centuries later, after these symbols had been forming the interi¬ 
or experience of countless persons, controversies arose. It is no longer a 
question of symbols but of realities, so that the controversies conclude to 
propositions possessing ontological meaning, namely, that there was such a 
thing as an originating original sin, that originated original sin exists down 
to the present day, and that there exists a certain physical ontological reality 
known as grace through which a person is set free from sin. This being set¬ 
tled, there is still abundant material for future controversies and future 
dogmas on predestination and reprobation, on grace and freedom, and on 
efficacious and sufficient grace. 1 


1 Hans Jonas, Augustin und das paulinische Freiheitsproblem: Ein philosophischer Bei- 
tragzur Genesis der christUch-abendlandischen Freiheitsidee (Gottingen: Vandenho- 
eck und Ruprecht, 1930): particularly on the hermeneutic structure of 
dogma, pp. 67-76, in which the central idea is on pp. 74-75. By the same 
author are Gnosis und spatantiker Geist, 2 vols. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und 
Ruprecht, 1934 (vol. 1) and 1954 (vol. 2); and the same book in English, The 
Gnostic Religion: The Message of the Alien God and the Beginnings of Christianity 
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1958). 

But if there is no doubt that it was generally through controversies that the 
formulation of dogmas was arrived at, it is by no means certain that there was 
no ontological intent involved in the formation of symbols. For all the same 
things that occur distinctly in a developed differentiated consciousness - artis¬ 
tic, mathematical, scientific, philosophical, or theological - are intimated in a 
vague and therefore terse and condensed manner through symbols. In fact, 
just as the true and the false can be elaborated philosophically and theologi¬ 
cally, so also the true and the false can be indicated through symbols. The 
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6 Praecedentium opinionum synthesis quaedam ab R. Bultmann effecta 
est, qui eo modo obiectivitatem concipit, ut obiectivum dicatur quod vel aliis 
scientiis vel historia ‘scientifica’ determinari possit, mythus autem nomine- 
tur quodcumque de obiecds transcendendbus qua obiecds asseraitur. Ipse 
tamen, cum vir religiosus sit, obiectivitatem scieridficam aestimat mundan- 
am, et duplicem mythis ascribit valorem. Eiusmodi enim ei est interpretado 
existentialis, ut ea eliminet quae obiecdve in mythis proponuntur, et ea 
revelet quae de subiectivo vitae humanae sensu mythis communicentur. 
Praeterea, ubi ex existenzial ad existenziell transitur, mythus rite intellectus fit 
occasio ut quis de se cogitet quads ipse sit et qualem se faciat decernat. 
Quare, non una quadam sed triplici mensura utitur Bultmann ubi scriptur- 
as exponit. Quatenus enim sciendficus est et obiecdvitatem ‘scientificam’ 
quaerit, sentendas liberalium renovat et extendit, ut de Iesu vel homine nisi 
perpauca eaque minoris momenti non cognoscamus. Quatenus autem exe- 
geta est, ita nt demythologizare contendit utsensum quendam subiectivum 
et religiosum mythis intentum detegat. Quatenus denique se fidelem esse 
attestatur, ita nihil de obiecds confitetur ut Deum in Christo Iesu sibi reve- 
latum sendat. 2 


7 K. Barth historiam historicis relinquit, philosophiam excludit, et im- 
plicito quodam fideismo verbum Dei modo apostolorum et prophetarum 
affirmare et theologice elaborare vult. Ubi Bultmann praeviam vult huma¬ 
nae conditions intelligentiam, eamque philosophicam, Barth ecstadce ad 
fidem procedit, unde abundandssime enarrat quale sit Dei verbum et qualis 
fides. Qua in ecstasi habentur (l) implicita quaedam agnitio ordinis super- 
naturalis, unde maximus huius doctrinae influxus derivari videtur, et (2) 
violentissima antithesis ad omnem thesin rationalisticam, Iiberalem, positiv- 
isticam. Ut tamen ordinis supernatural is agnitio ad claram, distinctam, 


mentalitas mere symbolica superata est per verbum Dei in categoriis practicis 
expressum. 
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6 A synthesis of the foregoing opinions has been developed by Rudolf 
Bultmann, who conceived objectivity in this way, that ‘objective’ denotes, 
what can be-determined by other sciences or by ‘scientific’ history, whereas 
‘myth’ is the term given to whatever is asserted concerning transcendent 
objects as objects. He himself, however, a religious man, considers scientific 
objectivity to be mundane; and assigns a twofold value to myths. His existen¬ 
tial interpretation is such that it eliminates what is objectively expressed in 
myths and brings to light what is communicated through myths concerning 
the subjective meaning of human life. Again, when one moves from the ex¬ 
istenzial to the existenziell, a myth rightly understood becomes an occasion 
for one to look to oneself and think about what sort of person one is, and to 
decide what one is going to make of oneself. Thus Bultmann makes use of 
not one but three measurements in expounding the scriptures. For, as a 
scientist and seeking ‘scientific’ objectivity, he repeats and extends the 
opinions of the liberals, namely, that we know only a very few relatively un¬ 
important things about Jesus, even as man. As an exegete, he attempts to 
demythologize the New Testament so as to lay bare a subjective religious 
meaning intended by the myths. And as a self-professed person of faith, he 
confesses that there is nothing in the objects for him to hold that God has 
revealed himself in Christ Jesus. 2 

7 Karl Barth leaves history to the historians, rejects philosophy, and, with 
a sort of implicit fideism, wants to state the word of God in the manner of 
the apostles and prophets and elaborate it theologically. Where Bultmann 
wants a prior understanding, and a philosophical one, of the human condi¬ 
tion, Barth in an ecstatic way turns to faith, whence he expatiates most pro¬ 
fusely on the nature of the word of God and of faith. In this ecstasy there are 
(1) an implicit acknowledgment of the supernatural order, which apparent-, 
ly accounts for the enormous influence this teaching has had, and (2) a 
most vehement antipathy to every rationalistic, liberal, and positivistic the- 


question of truth, therefore, is not avoided, and much less so when there is a 
discussion concerning the Old Testament and the New Testament, in which a 
purely symbolic mentality is superseded'by the word of God expressed in prac¬ 
tical categories. 

2 John Macquarrie, An Existentialist Theology: A Comparison of Heidegger and Bult¬ 
mann (London: SCM Press, 1955, i960); Gerhard Noller, SeinundExistenz:Die 
Uberwindung des Subjekt-Objektschemas in der Philosophie Heideggers und in der The- 
ologieEntmythologisierung (Munchen: C. Kaiser, 1962). [This section on Bult¬ 
mann is different from what appeared in 1961. See below, pp. 704-705.] 
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sibique constantem perveniat formulationem, neque minus ut nexus 
quidam inveniatur inter verbum Dei a Barth annuntiatum et verbum Dei 
olim ab authenticis apostolis et prophetis praedicatum, a mera ecstasi rece- 
dendum est. Qui quidem recessus gravissimo quodam premitur dilemmate. 
Si enim demonstratur re vera Dei verbum olim esse hominibus revelatum, 
non effugiuntur philosophia, apologetica rationalis, et theologia dogmatica 
traditional is. Sin autem haec demonstratio tutius praetermittenda censetur 
(ne terreatur mens protestantica), stat obiectio Bultmanniana: possibilia 
quidem esse salutis quae dicitur historiam et verbum Dei hominibus revela¬ 
tum; ea autem de facto extitisse minime constare. 


8 Remanet ut duo et oppositi errores methodologici indicantur, archais- 
mus nempe et anachronismus. Quibus communis est evolutionis doctrinalis 
non-intelligentia. Unde alii cum evolutionem observaverint, antiqua eaque 
sola vera esse autumant, posteriora autem et addita esse primaevae veritatis 
corruptiones; qui quidem archaismus magis in Protestantibus invenitur, 
quibus regula est sola scriptura; unde primaevam scripturarum doctrinam 
volunt et concilia parvi faciunt. Alii e contra, conceptualismo exaggerato 
imbuti, cum veritatem ex theologia ecclesiaeque dogmate sciant, bre- 
viusque ratiocinati sint quod semel verum sit semper verum esse, omnia 
posteriora et evoluta in omnibus prioribus quaerunt; e minimis indiciis ea 
et cogitata et nota concludunt quae nisi ingenti labore et tempore longe 
posteriori non sunt formulata; ubi autem vel indicia contraria vel contradic- 
torias affirmationes inveniunt, haec ad finem theseos remittunt ut per 
modum difficultatum aliqualiter solvantur. Qui sane anachronismus ita 
simplicitatem, facilitatem, claritatem venatur, ut rei veritatem reddat obscu¬ 
rant atque confusam. 

Obicitur tamen omnino valere distinctiones inter explicitum et implicitum, inter 
revelationem obiectivam et subiectivum nostrum progressum in revelatione intelli- 
genda, inter notiones communes ab initio habitas et notiones technicas postea in- 
troductas. Quibus positis, evanescit qui dicitur anachronismus. 

Respondetur (i) dictas distinctiones omnino valere, (2) easdem rite applicatas 
minime inducere anachronismum, sed (3) distinguendum esse inter principia et 
conclusiones et (4) ipsas conclusiones quantumvis veras non ideo inter principia 
esse enumerandas. Brevissime, theologi munus est ut ostendat quomodo ab Ecclesia 
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sis. Nevertheless, in order for the acknowledgment of the supernatural or¬ 
der to arrive at a clear, distinct, and self-consistent formulation, and equally 
to find some connection between the word of God as proclaimed by Barth 
and the word of God as preached long ago by the authentic apostles and 
prophets, it is necessary to withdraw from mere ecstasy. Such a withdrawal 
labors under a very heavy dilemma. For if it is proven that the word of God 
really was revealed to humankind long ago, there is no escaping philoso¬ 
phy, rational apologetics, and traditional dogmatic theology. But if it is 
thought safer to set aside this proof (so as not to frighten the Protestant 
mind), Bultmann’s objection stands: that salvation history, as it is called, 
and a revelation of the word of God to humankind are indeed possible; but 
that they ever actually existed is by no means clear. 

8 It remains now to mention two opposite methodological errors, archa¬ 
ism and anachronism. Common to them both is a lack of understanding of 
doctrinal development. As a result, some, upon observing this develop¬ 
ment, insist that the ancient doctrines and they alone are true, and that the 
later ones are adventitious corruptions of pristine truth. This archaism is 
found more among Protestants whose rule is sola scriptura, and so they want 
only the original biblical teachings and place little value on the councils. 
Others, on the contrary, imbued with exaggerated conceptualism, because 
they know truth from theology and church dogma and have all too quickly 
reasoned that what is true at any one time is always true, go looking for all 
later developments in all the earlier stages. From the slightest indications 
they conclude that doctrines were thought of and known which were for¬ 
mulated only with great labor and over a long period of time. But when they 
come across contrary indications or contradictory affirmations, they rele¬ 
gate them to the end of their thesis in order to solve them in some way or 
other as difficulties. Such anachronism is so dogged in its pursuit of simplic¬ 
ity, facility, and clarity that it renders the truth of the matter obscure and 
vague. 

Still, it is objected that the distinctions between the explicit and the im¬ 
plicit, between objective revelation and our subjective progress in under¬ 
standing revelation, and between common notions had from the beginning 
and technical notions introduced later, are entirely valid. In this case, there 
is no such thing as this so-called anachronism. 

In reply we say (1) that the aforementioned distinctions are entirely valid, 
(2) that when correctly applied they do not entail anachronism, but (3) 
that one must distinguish between principles and conclusions, and (4) that 
conclusions themselves, however true, are not on that account to be num- 
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defmita doctrina contineatur in fontibus (db 2314); quod munus praetermitti vide- 
tur ubi neglige tur quid ipsi fontes explicite dicant. 

9 Nostris denique temporibus, in quibus educatio omnibus ita extenditur 
ut in maiori tamen hominum parte non efficiatur nisi dimidiata, specialia 
orta sunt problemata. Olim enim scripsit Augustinus de catechizandis rudi- 
bus , 3 sed hodie potius agitur de catechizanda massa. Quam massam suam 
facere volunt et communismus et notae sectae haereticae et renovata 
quaedam quasi gnosticism! species quae sollertissima organizatione atque 
audacia truculenta ‘ testes Jehovae’ augere contendit. 

Argumentum ex scripturis 

In argumento dogmatico, uti patet, sumuntur scripturae sacrae prout reve- 
lationem divinam sine errore continent atque Deum habent auctorem (db 
1787), neque alio sensu intelliguntur quam quo eas intellexitet intelligit ec- 
clesia ‘cuius est iudicare de vero sensu et interpretatione scripturarum 
sanctarum’ (db 1788, ds 3007). 

In NT multipliciter consideratur Christus, turn secundum diversa officia 
et munera, turn praesertim (1) ut Messias in VT annuntiatus,. (2) ut Filius 
hominis passurus, moriturus, resurrecturus, venturus iudicare vivos et mor- 
tuos, (3) ut Dominus ad dexteram Patris sedens iamque de caelis regnans, 
et (4) utqui aliam naturam atque originem praeter humanam habuit. Quo¬ 
rum tamen omnium expositio magis ad tractatum de Verbo incamato per- 
tinet, ubi de Christo simul Deo et homine agitur. Hac autem in thesi, ubi de 
filiatione divina quaeritur eaque sola, cum tota expositio non sit iteranda, 
ea seligimus quae longiori expositione non indigent, et lectores diligentio- 
res qui plura velint ad alibi dicta remittimus. 4 


4 Inter multa etalia, cf. A. GelinJ. Schmitt, P. Benoit, M.-E. Boismard, D. Mol- 
lat, Lumiereet Vie 9 (I953) 9-134, ubi successive tractantur vt, kerygma, ew. 
syn., Paulina, Ioannea; versio Anglica, Son and Saviour, A Symposium (London: 
Chapman). In notis nostris De Verbo incamato, 1961, pp, 37-99. 
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bered among principles. Very briefly, it is the task of the theologian to show 
how a doctrine defined by the Church is contained in the sources (db 2314, 
ds 3886, nd 859); and this task would seem to be left undone when what the 
sources themselves explicitly say is ignored. 

9 Lastly, these days, when education is made so available to everyone that 
most people are only half-educated, special problems have arisen. Long ago 
St Augustine wrote a treatise called ‘On Catechizing the Uneducated,’ 3 but 
these days the problem is rather how to catechize the masses. The masses 
are being proselytized by communism, by well-known heretical sects, and by 
a revived form of quasi-gnosticism, which the ‘Jehovah’s Witnesses’ are try¬ 
ing to propagate with their clever organization and truculent boldness. 

Argument from scripture 

In a dogmatic argument, it is obvious that the sacred scriptures are taken as 
containing divine revelation free from error and having God as their au¬ 
thor (db 1787, ds 3006, nd 216), and as understood in no other way than as 
the church has understood and understands them; for ‘it belongs to the 
church to judge the true sense and interpretation of the sacred scriptures’ 
(db 1788, ds 3007, ND 217 )- 

In the New Testament Christ is considered in many ways, both according 
to his various activities and functions and especially (1) as the Messiah an¬ 
nounced in the Old Testament, (2) as the Son of Man destined to suffer, 
die, be resurrected, and come again to judge the living and the dead, (3) as 
the Lord sitting at the right hand of the Father and now reigning in heaven, 
and (4) as one who possessed another nature and origin besides the hu¬ 
man. All of these matters, however, belong more properly to the treatise on 
the incarnate Word, which deals with Christ as at once God and man. In 
this thesis, in which we are investigating only his divine filiation, in order to 
avoid repeating the entire exposition we have selected those matters that 
do not require too lengthy an explanation, while referring to what has been 
said elsewhere those readers who might want to investigate the subject 
more thoroughly. 4 

3 [De catechizandis mdibus. 'Rudes should not be taken to mean children, but 
adult catechumens’ (Altaner, Patrology 513).] 

4 Among many other writings, see A. Gelin, J. Schmitt, P. Benoit, M.-E. Bois¬ 
mard, D. Mollat, Lumiereet Vie 9 (i 953 ) 9-134, in which are treated respec¬ 
tively the Old Testament, the kerygma, the synoptic gospels, Paul, and the 
Johannine writings; in English translation Son and Saviour: The Divinity of Jesus 
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l Non tunc existere incepit Christus quando homo factus est. 

Agitur de eo quod vulgo dicitur praeexistentia Christi (prioritate sive tem- 
poris sive aeternitatis), quod Patres significabant distinguendo theologiam 
et oeconomiam, quod theologi asserunt distinguendo Christum ut horn- 
inem et Christum ut Deum. 

Assertum, in multis et aliis implicite contentum, forte innuitur in synop- 
ticis ubi dicitur lesus, Filius hominis, in taiem finem venisse, 5 sed plena clar- 
itate apud S. Paulum et S. Ioannem docetur explicite. 

Nam secundus homo, non de terra terrerius, sed de caelo caelestis, 6 qui 
‘propter vos egenus factus est, cum esset dives,’ 7 ita est ‘primogenitus omnis 
creaturae,’ 8 ut secundum duo stadia exhibeatur eaque successiva. 9 In alio 
enim est ‘in forma Dei’; in alio autem for mam servi accepit, in simili- 
tudinem hominum factus est, et habitu inventus est ut homo; quorum illud 


6 l Cor 15.47. Notate in textu Graeco deesse vocem ‘caelestis,’ quae tamen ex 
versu sequenti quoad sensum habetur. Quod ‘de caelo’ significat non solum 
naturam caelestem seu corpus caeleste (cf. v. 44: ‘corpus spiritale') sed etiam 
caelestem originem, suadetur ex antithesi, si quidem primus homo non 
solum corpus animale habuitsed etiam de limo terrae factum (Gen. 2.7). 

7 2 Cor 8.9, quod brevius dicere videtur idem ac Phil 2.6 ss. 

8 Col 1.15. Ubi attendend.unvest non tarn ad vocem ‘primogenitus,’ quae mul- 
tipliciter exponi potest (cf. notas De Verbo incarnato 71; Michaelis, twnt, vi, 

879), sed ad contextual immediatum ubi asseritur omnia in ipso esse condita, 
per ipsum et in ipsum esse creata (v. 16); quae sane prioritatem ad vitam 
Christi humanam probant. 
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1 Christ did not begin to exist at the moment when he became man. 

We are dealing here with what is commonly referred to as the preexistence 
of Christ (by priority in time of in eternity), which the Fathers indicated by 
distinguishing between theology and economy, and which theologians ex¬ 
press by distinguishing between Christ as divine and Christ as human. 

This assertion, implicidy contained in many different texts, is perhaps in¬ 
timated in the synoptic Gospels where Jesus, the Son of Man, is said to have 
come for such and such a purpose, 5 but is taught explicitly and with com¬ 
plete clarity in Paul and John. 

For the ‘second man, being not from the earth, earthly, but from heaven, 
heavenly,’ 6 who ‘for your sake became poor, though he was rich,7 is ‘the 
firstborn of all creation,’ 8 so that he is presented as existing in two succes¬ 
sive stages. 9 In one stage he is ‘in the form of God,’ but in the other ‘he took 
the form of a slave, being born in human likeness, and being found in hu- 


Christ in the Scriptures. A Symposium, tram. Anthony Wheaton (London: Chap¬ 
man, 1962). In our notes De Verbo incarnate (Rome: Gregorian University 
Press,1961), see pp. 37-99. [These pages correspond to Thesis 1, ‘Probatur,’ 
parts 1-3. Headings and divisions are the same in the 1964 edition, but the 
text is not exactly the same. Lonergan’s references here are to the 1961 edi¬ 
tion. The corresponding sections will be indicated, as here (Thesis 1, parts 1- 
3 )J 

5 Matthew8.29,9.13,10.34,18.11, 20.28; Mark 10.45; Luke 9.56,19.10. [Matthew 
18.11 and Luke 9.56 are omitted in some manuscripts.] 

6 1 Corinthians 15.47. Note that in the Greek text there is no word for ‘heav¬ 
enly,’ which, however, is understood from the following verse. That the words 
‘from heaven’ signify not only a heavenly nature or heavenly body (see v. 44 , 
‘spiritual body’) but also a heavenly origin is suggested by the antithesis, since 
the first man had not only an animal body but was also formed from the dust 
of the ground (Genesis 2.7). 

7 2 Corinthians 8.9, which seems to say the same as Philippians 2.6-11, but more 
briefly. 

8 Colossians 1.15. Here attention should be given not so much to the word ‘first¬ 
born,’ which can be explained in many ways (see the notes De Verbo incarnate 
71 [Thesis 1, part 3, b, 1, 8] ; Michaelis, twnt vi, 879 [tdnt vi, 878]), but to 
the immediate context where it is asserted that in him all things were created, 
and all things have been created through him and for him (v. 16). This surely 
proves priority over the human life of Christ. 

9 Philippians 2.6-11. For the history of the exegesis, see ‘Kenose’ (P. Henry) in 
DBS, fasc. 24, columns 7-161. Also the notes De Verboincamato 67-70 [Thesis 1, 
part 3, b, 1, 7]’ 
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prius est et hoc posterius, nam semet ipsum exinanivit ut formam servi ac- 
ciperet. 10 

Apud Ioannem res omnino extra omnem quaestionem est. Nam ‘ante- 
quam Abraham fieret, ego sum’ (8.58); prius enim erat Verbum apud 
Deum, per quod omnia facta sunt (1.1-3, 10), deinde caro factum est 
(1.14); quare dicitur de cadis descendisse (3.13), ascendere ubi erat prius 
(6.62), ex Deo processisse et venisse (8.42), apud Patrem claritatem ha- 
buisse priusquam mundus esset ( 17 - 5 ), a Patre esse dilectum ante constitu- 
tionem mundi (17.24), exiisse a Patre et in mundum venisse, dein 
relinquere mundum et ad Patrem vadere (16.28). 


2 Neque Christus praeexistens ex nihilo est factus. 

In scripturis non legitur expressio ‘ex nihilo facere’ nisi apud 2 Mach 7.28. 
Sensus autem satis clare innuitur, ubi extollitur sine limite potentia divina, 
ubi Deus verbo suo res facere dicitur (Gen 1; Ps 32.9; Heb 11.3); idem vero 
sensus stricte probari potest e locis ubi docetur omnia esse a Deo facta, nam 
si omnia.sunt facta, nihil praeerat subiectum seu materia e qua flerent. lam 
vero qua claritate de Deo creatore loquuntur scripturae, eadem daritate 
nos docent Filium non esse creaturam. 


Et in primis, ut ex iis incipiamus quibus ratio creationis clarissime proba- 
tur, Filius non solum inter ilia omnia quae facta sunt non enumerator sed 
etiam una cum omnium causa consociatur. Quod constat collatis Rom 
11.36; 1 Cor 8.6; Col 1.16; Heb 1.2,3; lo 1.3,10. 

Ad Romanos omnia tripliciter ad Deum referuntun ut ex quo, ut per 


10 Notate praesens argumentum nullatenus dependere ab iis quae exquisitius 
disputari solent, e. g., de forma, rapina, exinanitione. Quomodocumque 
enim hae voces sumuntur, a textu non mutilato excludi non potest stadium 
humanum: forma servi, in similitudinem hominum factus, habitu inventus ut 
homo, obediens usque ad mortem crucis; et similiter excludi non potest sta¬ 
dium quoddam praevium, ubi in forma Dei erat, aliquid arbitratus est, sese 
exinanivit, aliam formam accepit. 
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man form.’ The former is an earlier stage, the latter is a later stage, for ‘he 
emptied himself to take the form of a slave.’ 10 

In the Gospel of John this is unquestionably the case. For, ‘before Abra¬ 
ham was, I am’ (8.58); the Word was first.'with God, that Word through 
whom all things were made (1.1-3, 10 )> and subsequently became flesh 
(1.14). Therefore he is said to have come down from heaven (3.13), to as¬ 
cend to where he was before (6.62), to have proceeded and come from God 
(8.42), to have had glory with the Father before the world existed (17.5), to 
have been loved by the Father before the foundation of the world (17.24), 
to have gone out from the Father and come into the world, and then to be 
leaving the world and going to the Father (16.28). 

2 The preexisting Christ was not made out of nothing. 

The expression ‘make out of nothing’ is not found in scripture except in 2 
Maccabees 7.28. But the meaning is quite clearly intimated where there is 
extolled the illimitable power of God and where God is said to make things 
by his word (Genesis 1; Psalm 33 [32] .9; Hebrews 11.3). But the same mean¬ 
ing can be stricdy proven from texts in which all things are said to have 
been made by God; for if all things were made, there was no preexisting 
subject or material out of which they could have been made. And the scrip¬ 
tures teach us that the Son is not a creature with the same clarity with which 
they speak of God as creator. 

First of all, to begin with those texts in which the notion of creation is 
most clearly proven, the Son is not only not mentioned among all those 
things that were made, but is even associated with the cause of all things. 
This is clear from the following texts taken together: Romans- 11.36, 1 
Corinthians 8.6, Colossians 1.16, Hebrews 1.2-3, John i- 3 , 10. 

In the text from Romans, all things are related to God in three ways: as 


10 Note that the present argument does not at all depend upon those recondite 
points that are generally argued about, such as the meaning of‘form,’ ‘rob¬ 
bery,’ and ‘emptying.’ No matter how these words are understood, only by 
doing violence to the text can the human stage (‘form of a slave,’ ‘being born 
in human likeness,’ ‘being found in human form,’ ‘obedient even to death on 
a cross’) be cut out. Similarly, a prior stage cannot be cut out, given that he 
was in the form of God, thought something, emptied himself, and took 
another form. 
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quem, et ut in quem.. ‘Quoniam ex ipso et per ipsum et in ipso (ipsum) 11 
surit omnia: ipsi gloria in saecula. Amen.’ Ad Corinthios autem iterum de 
omnibus agitur ubi tamen distinguuntur omnia turn a-Deo Patre ex quo 
sunt, turn a Domino lesu per quem sunt. Ad Colossenses tertio de omnibus 
agitur, neque solummodo per Filium sed etiam in Filium omnia dicuntur 
creata. Ad Hebraeos quarto de omnibus agitur, ubi Filius docetur omnia 
portare verbo virtutis suae (cf. Ps 32.9); et ibidem Deus dicitur per Filium 
fecisse et saecula (cf. Heb 11.3). Apud loannem denique non solum asseri- 
tur Verbum esse per quod omnia, mundus, facta sunt, sed etiam expressis 
verbis negatur quidquam sine ipso esse factum. 

Quibus e locis multipliciter argui potest, et quidem speciminis gratia 
sic: 

Qui non includitur inter ‘omnia’ quae facta surit, ille ex nihilo non est 
factus; atqui Filius non includitur; ergo. Maior constat e mado quo proba- 
tur Deum ex nihilo res fecisse, quia scilicet ‘omnia’ fecit. Minor habetur ex 
1 Cor, Col, Heb, lo. 

Qui ab ‘omnibus’ distinguitur ut eorum causa, ipse, ex nihilo non est fac¬ 
tus; atqui Filius ita distinguitur; ergo. Maior probatur ut supra. Minor habe¬ 
tur ex 1 Cor, Col, Heb, lo. 

Sine quo nihil est factum, ipse non est factus; atque sine Verbo nihil est 
factum; ergo. Maior est evidens, minor asseritur apud lo 1.3. 

Increatus est ille per quem et in quem sunt omnia; atqui Filius est per 
quem et in quem sunt omnia; ergo. Maior habetur ex Rom 11.36; minor ex 
l Cor, Col, Heb, lo. 

Qui solo verbo facit, ille potentiae illimitatae esse significatur; atqui Filius 
omnia portat verbo virtutis suae, imo est ipsum Verbum per quod omnia fac¬ 
ta sunt; ergo. Maior habetur ex Gen l; Ps 32.6, 9; minor ex Heb 1.3; lo 1.3. 
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that from whom, through whom, and for 11 whom: ‘For all things are from 
him and through him and for him; to him be glory for ever.- Amen.’ In 
Corinthians there is another mention of all things, in which a distinction is 
made between all things being made by the Father as from whom they are 
and by the Lord Jesus as through whom they are. Thirdly, in Colossians all 
things are said to be created not only through the Son but also for the Son. 
In Hebrews there is a fourth passage dealing with all things, in which the 
Son is said to be sustaining all things by his powerful word (1.3; see Psalm 
33[32].9); and in the same passage God is said to have also made worlds 
through the Son (Hebrews 1 . 2 ; see also 11.3). Finally, in John not only is it 
asserted that the Word is that through whom all things (the world) were 
made, but it is also expressly denied that anything was made without him. 

From these passages many arguments can be drawn, such as the follow¬ 
ing: 

Anyone who is not included among the ‘all things’ that were made is him¬ 
self not made out of nothing; but the Son is not so included; therefore ... 
The major premise is clear from the way in which it is proven that God has 
made things out of nothing, because he has made ‘all’ things. The minor 
premise is taken from the texts of 1 Corinthians, Colossians, Hebrews, and 
John referred to above. 

One who is distinguished from ‘all things’ as their cause is himself not 
made out of nothing; but the Son is so distinguished; therefore he is not 
made out of nothing. The major premise is proven as above, and the minor 
is taken from the same texts as above. 

The one without whom nothing was made is himself not made; but noth¬ 
ing is made without the Word; therefore ... The major is evident, and the 
minor is asserted in John 1.3. 

The one through whom and for whom all things are is uncreated; but the 
Son is the one through whom and for whom all things are; therefore the 
Son is uncreated. The major premise is from Romans u.36, the minor from 
1 Corinthians, Colossians, Hebrews, and John. 

One who makes by his mere word is shown to be of unlimited power; but 
the Son sustains all things by his powerful word, indeed is himself the very 
Word through whom all things were made; therefore the Son is of unlimit- 


11 [Lonergan follows the Vulgate’s in ipso, but in a parenthesis suggests ipsum 
instead of ipso as being closer to the Greek, eis auton, which can be translated 
as either ‘to him’ (nrsv) or ‘for him’ (Jerusalem Bible).] 
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Quibus multa et alia addi possunt, quae tamen longiori expositione indi- 
gerent eaque repeterent quae alibi tradi solent. 12 


3 Neque Christus praeexistens ex feeds factus est. 

C. Nicaenum anathemate damnat turn eos dicentes Filium esse ex non ex- 
stantibus turn eos dicentes eum esse ex alia substantia vel hypostasi (praeter 
paternam), db 54, ds 126. 

Cuius rei probatio eadem est ac supra. Si enim ex factis factus esset, cum 
‘omnibus’ enumeraretur, contra ea non distingueretur ut eorum causa, 
sine ipso aliquid factum esset, nempe, id ex quo factus est et ipse qui factus 
est. ' • . 


4 Filius est ex Patre. 

Quidquid enim Filius habet, hoc ei a Patre datum est, vel Patri acceptum 
refertur. 

Omnia enim ei tradita sunt, sed a Patre (Mt 11.27); ei est omnis potestas 
in caelo et in terra, sed data (Mt 28.18); quaecumque facit Pater, ipse simi¬ 
liter facit (Io 5.19), et tamen a se ipso non potest facere quidquam (lo 5.19, 
30); habet vitam in semet ipso sicut et Pater, tamen hoc ex Patre habet sibi 
datum (Io 5.26); habuit claritatem (8o£a) apud Patrem priusquam mundus 
factus est (Io 17.5), cum in forma Dei esset (Phil 2.6), at ipsa haec gloria 
erat splendor gloriae paternae (Heb 1.3). 13 


12 E. g,. in tract, de Deo creante probari solet Deum esse creatorem eo quod est 
Dominus, omnipotens, summa virtute praeditus; at similia de Filio doceri ex 
tract, de Verbo incarnato habetur. 

13 Quod in vx dicitur ‘Kabod lahve’ in lxx et nt nominatur, contra usum 
Graecum ordinarium, So^a. Qui quidem usus apud omnes auctores nt inven- 
itur, twnt n, 250,41 ss. (Kittel); unde ‘in forma Dei,’ Phil 2.6, intelligi potest 
in gloria Dei, twnt iv, 758—60 (Behm); vide notas De Verbo incarnato 67—7c 
73 S- 
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ed power. The major premise is from Genesis 1 and Psalm 33 [32] .6,9, and 
the minor from Hebrews 1.3 and John 1.3. 

Many other scriptural references could be added, but these would re¬ 
quire too long an exposition and would simply repeat what is generally pre¬ 
sented elsewhere. 12 

3 The preexisting Christ was not made from things that were made. 

The Council of Nicea anathematizes both those who say that the Son was 
made from what does not exist and those who say that he was made from a 
different substance or essence (besides the Father’s), db 54, ds 126, nd 8. 

The proof for this is the same as that above. For had Christ been made 
from things that were made, since they are included in ‘all things,’ he 
would not be distinguished from them as their cause, and without him 
something would have been made, namely, that from which he was made 
and he himself who was made. 

4 The Son is from the Father. 

Whatever the Son has was given to him by the Father, or, what has been re¬ 
ceived is referred back to the Father. 

All things have been handed over to him, but by the Father (Matthew 
11.27); all authority in heaven and on earth is his, but given (Matthew 
28.18); whatever the Father does he does likewise (John 5.19), and yet he 
does nothing on his own (John 5.19,30); he has life in himself as the Father 
has, but he has this life as given to him by the Father (John 5.26); he had 
glory (S6£a) with the Father before the world was made (John 17.5), since 
he was in the form of God (Philippians 2.6), but this very glory was a reflec¬ 
tion of the Father’s glory (Hebrews 1.3).' 

12 For example, in the treatises on God the creator there is the usual proof that 
God is creator from the fact that he is Lord, omnipotent, and endowed with 
supreme power; but the same is said about the Son in treatises on the incar¬ 
nate Word. 

13 What the Old Testament calls Kabod Yahweh is translated in the Septuagint 
and the New Testament, contrary to ordinary Greek usage, as 5 o^a. This use of 

, the word is found in all the New Testament authors, twntii, 250, 41-251, 30 
(Kittel) [tdnt 11, 247-48]; hence ‘in the form of God’ (Philippians 2.6) can 
be understood as ‘in the glory of God,’ twnt iv, 758-60 (Behm) [tdnt iv, 
750-52] . See the notes De Verbo incarnato 67-70 [Thesis 1 , part 3, b, 1, 7] , 73-74 
[Thesis 1, part 3, b, ii]. 
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5 Ita est ex Patre ut vere Filius a Patre vere generatus sit. 

Ulterius determinatur modus quo Filius ex Patre sit, et dicitur (l) eum vere 
(non metaphorice) etsi analogice (non modo animali) esse Filium et (2) 
eum vere (non metaphorice) etsi analogice (non modo animali, materiali) 
esse genitum. Quod ad dogma catholicum pertinet: ‘natum non factum,’ 
db 54, cf. 39, 148; ds 125, cf. 75,301 • 

Recolendum est (1) ‘filium’ in nt saepe dici sensu metaphorico, 14 (2) 
‘filios Dei’ in vt significare angelos, reges, populum Israeliticum, iustos, et 
similiter in NT pacificos, a Spiritu actos, resurrecturos, fideles, 15 (3) ‘Filium 
Dei’ posse Christum ut Messiam significare, 16 vel (4) Dominum Christum 
iam de caelis regnantem. 17 

Etiam recolendum est generationem minus stricte dici turn de fidelibus 18 
turn de Domino baptizato 19 turn de Domino resuscitato. 20 


16 Ita si sumitur Me 16.16 secundum Mt 16.20; Me 8.29; Lc 9.20; si sumitur Mt 
27.54 et Me 15.39 secundum Lc 23.47; si sumitur Mt 27.40 secundum Lc 23.35; 
si sumitur Act 9.20 secundum Act 9.22; similiter apud Io 1.41,49. 


17 Agitur de locis ubi titulus ‘Filius’ vel actio generandi cum resurrectione 
Christi a mortuis connectitur. Vide Act 13.33; unde forte infirmatur Heb 1.5; 
5.5; explicatur Rom 1.4; cf. Act 2.36. 
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5 He is from the Father in such a way that he is truly a Son truly begotten by 
the Father. 

As a further determination of the way in which the Son is from the Father, 
he is said (l) to be Son truly (not metaphorically), although analogously 
(not in an animal manner), and (2) to be truly (not metaphorically) begot¬ 
ten, although analogously (not in an animal, a material, manner). This is 
part of catholic dogma: ‘born, not made,’ db 54, see 39 and 148; ds 125, see 
75 and 301; nd 7, see 16 and 614. 

It should be borne in mind (1) that ‘son’ [vloq] in the New Testament is 
often used in a metaphorical sense, 14 (2) that ‘sons of God’ in the Old Tes¬ 
tament is used of angels, kings, the people of Israel, the righteous, and sim¬ 
ilarly in the New Testament it is used of peacemakers, those led by the 
Spirit, those destined to be resurrected, and the faithful, 15 (3) that ‘Son of 
God’ can signify Christ as Messiah 16 or (4) Christ the Lord now reigning in 
heaven. 17 

It should also be borne in mind that ‘begetting’ or ‘being born’ is said 
less strictly with respect to the faithful, 18 the baptism of the Lord, 19 and the 
resurrection of the Lord. 20 


14 Matthew 9.15; 13.38; 23.15; Mark 3.17; Luke 10.6; 16.8; 20.34;John 17.12; Acts 
3.25; 13.10. [Matthew 9,15, translated literally, refers to ‘sons of the bridal 
chamber.’ The usual translation, ‘wedding guests,’ does not show the mean¬ 
ing that Lonergan is referring to.] 

15 Matthew 5.9, 45; Luke 6.35; Romans 8.14, 19; 9.26; Galatians 3.26; Philippians 
2.15; 2 Corinthians 6.18. 

16 This is so if Matthew 16.16 is understood according to Matthew 16.20, Mark 
8.29, and Luke 9.20; if Matthew 27.54 and Mark 15.39 am understood accord¬ 
ing to Luke 23.47; if Luke 23.47 is understood according to Matthew 27.54 and 
Mark 15-39; if Matthew 27.40 is understood according to Luke 23-35; if Acts 
9.20 is understood according to Acts 9.22; and similarly at John 1.41,49. [For 
‘John 1.41’ Lonergan had ‘Luke 6.41,’ which cannot be correct. John 1.41 
mentions the Messiah, and John 1.49 speaks of the Son of God.] 

17 These are the texts that menuon the title ‘Son’ or the act of generating in con¬ 
nection with the resurrection of Christ; see Acts 13.33. This meaning perhaps 
weakens Hebrews 1.5 and 5.5; Romans 1.4 provides an explanation; see Acts 

2.36. 

18 John 1.13; 3.3, 5, 6, 8; 1 John 2.29; 3-9; 4-7; 5-1, etc. 

19 See the variant reading at Luke 3.22 [‘You are my son; today I have begotten 
you.’ See Psalm 2.7]. 

20 Acts 13.33; perhaps also Hebrews 1.5; 5.5. 
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Quae tamen adeo non infirmant assertum ut potius exhibeant ilium in- 
telligentiae profectum quo significationibiis inadaequatis sepositis ad alti- 
tudinem filiationis divinae apprehendendam processeruntprimi Christiani. 
Qui enim titulus, Filius Dei, nisi singulari solemnitate apud Marcum non 
adhibetur, 21 idem declarandus est finis explicite agnitus evangelii S. Ioan- 
nis. 22 

Qui sensus specialis quo lesus dicitur Filius elucet turn generali quadam 
statistica circa usum nominum, Pater, Filius, 23 turn ex distinctione semper 
fortiori inter Filium redemptorem et eos qui sunt redimendi. In synopticis 
enim ipse est ‘Filius meus dilectus,’ alii autem eum audire debent. 24 Iterum 
in synopticis et saepius dicitur vel ‘Pater meus’ vel ‘Pater vester,’ sed num- 
quarn a Iesu ‘Pater noster’ nisi quando ea recitavit quae a nobis sunt dicen- 
da. 25 Unde apud Paulum nominatur ‘Filius suus proprius,’ quo pro nobis 
dato omnia et maxima bona quasi necessario simul sunt data; 26 apud quern 


21 Apud Me dicitur lesus esse Filius Dei ab evangelista (l.l), a voce de caelo 
(l.li; 9.7), a spiritibus immundis (3.11), a demoniaco (5-7), a summo sacer- 
dote (14.61), a centurione (15.39). Apud Mt et Lc adduntur quaesdones ten- 
tatoris (Mt 4.3,6; Lc 4.3,9); apud Mt euam discipuli adorantes (14.33; cf. Me 
6.52), confessio Petri (16.16), blasphemantes (27.40, 43). Apud Lc additur 
angelus annuntiadonis (1.32, 35). 

22 lo 20.30 s. Quod evangelium divinitatem Christi quam maxime inculcat. 

23 In nt discernitur quasi variado concomitans secundum quam Pater dicitur 
(1) Deus, (2) Deus Pater, (3) Pater, et similiter Filius dicitur (1) Filius homi- 
nis, Filius Dei, (2) Filius Patris, eius, suus, (3) Filius. Ita apud Ioannem saepe 
legitur sine addito ‘Filius’: Io 3.17,35,36; 5.19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26; 6.40; 8.35,36; 
14.13; 17.1; quod apud synopticos rarissimum est; Me 13-3 2 I Mt n.27; 28.19; 
forte 24.36; Lc 10.22. Iterum apud Mt leguntur ‘Pater Domine’ semel, ‘Pater’ 
5ies, ‘Pater meus’ I7ies, ‘Pater’ hominum 20ies; apud Paulum, ‘Abba Pater’ 
bis, ‘Pater’ quater, ‘Deus et Pater’ bis, ‘Deus Pater’ lOies, ‘Deus et Pater 
Domini...’ 5ies, ‘Deus (et) Pater noster’ i3ies; apud Ioannem, ‘Pater’ homi¬ 
num bis, ‘Pater’ sine ardculo i3ies, ‘Pater’ cum ardculo 75ies, ‘Pater meus’ 
28ies. Quibus elucet ipsum nomen divinum subiisse evoludonem: ubi diceba- 
tur Deus, dicuntur Pater et Filius. 
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It is not so much that these texts weaken the assertion as rather that they 
exhibit the advance in understanding by which the first Christians proceed¬ 
ed from incomplete isolated meanings to an apprehension of the sublimity 
of divine filiation. The title ‘Son of God,’ which is used with more than or¬ 
dinary solemnity in Mark, 21 must be clearly regarded as the explicitly ac¬ 
knowledged aim of the Gospel of John. 22 

The special sense in which Jesus is said to be Son is clear both from the 
statistics on the use of the words ‘Father’ and ‘Son,’ 23 and from the increas¬ 
ingly sharp distinction between the Son as redeemer and those who are to 
be redeemed. In the synoptics he is ‘my beloved Son,’ and the others ought 
to listen to him. 24 Again in the synoptics the words ‘my Father’ or ‘your Fa¬ 
ther’ occur quite often, but Jesus never says ‘our Father’ except when in¬ 
structing us how to pray, 25 Hence in Paul he is called ‘his own Son’ as the 
one given to us, along with whom all the best things will also, necessarily, as 
it were, be given to us. 26 In Paul also there is introduced the technical term 


21 In Markjesus is said to be the Son of God by the evangelist (1.1), by the voice 
from heaven (1.11; 9.7), by unclean spirits (3.11), by the demoniac (5.7), by 
the high priest (14.61), by the centurion (15.39). In Matthew and Luke are 
added the questions of the tempter (Matthew 4.3, 6; Luke 4.3, 9); also in Mat¬ 
thew, the disciples worshiping (14.33; see Mark 6.51-52); Peter’s confession 
(16.16), blasphemers (27-40, 43). Also Luke 1.32, 35, in the annunciation of 
the angel. 

22 John 20.30-31. This Gospel places the utmost emphasis on the divinity of 
Christ. 

23 In the New Testament a corresponding variation, as it were, can be discerned 
between calling the Father (1) God, (2) God the Father, and (3) Father, and, 
similarly, calling the Son (1) Son of Man, Son of God, (2) Son of the Father, 
his Son, and (3) Son. Thus in John the word ‘Son’ by itself occurs frequently: 
John 3.17,35,36; 5.19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26; 6.40; 8.35,36; 14.13; 17, l; this is very 
rare m the synoptics: Mark 13.32; Matthew 11.27 and 28.19, and perhaps 
24.36; Luke 10.22. Again, in Matthew, ‘Father, Lord’ occurs once, ‘Father’ five 
times, ‘my Father’ 17 times, ‘Father’ of men 20 times. In Paul, ‘Abba, Father’ 
occurs twice, ‘Father’ four times, ‘God and Father’ twice, ‘God the Father’ ten 
times, ‘God and Father of the Lord ...’ five times, ‘God (and) our Father’ 13 
times. In John ‘Father’ is used twice to refer to the Father of men, ‘Father’ 
without the article 13 times, ‘Father’ with the article 75 times, and ‘my Father' 
28 times. It is clear from this that the divine name underwent an evolution, 
with ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ replacing ‘God.’ 

24 Matthew 17.5, Mark 9.7, Luke 9.35, 2 Peter 1.17; see also Matthew 3.17, Mark 
1.11, Luke 3.22. 

25 Matthew 6.9. 

26 Romans 8.32. 
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etiam intr.oducitur terminus technicus uioGecia, ad filiationem fidelium se- 
cernendam a filiatione Christi. 27 Denique apud Ioannem ipse est ‘Filius 
unigenitus,’ 28 et de fidelibus dicitur non viol sed xeicva. 29 

Quo sensu singulari Christus sit Filius, turn multis et aliis declaratur, turn 
brevi quodam compendio in exordio ad Hebraeos. Locutus enim est Deus 
turn olim in prophetis tum.nuperrime in Filio. 30 Qualis sit Filius? Eiusmodi 
ut constitueretur haeres universorum; ut per eum Deus omnia creaverit; 31 
ut sit splendor gloriae quae est Kabod lahve; 32 ut sit Figura substantiae pa- 
ternae; 33 ut omnia portaret verbo virtutis suae; ut peracta redemptione ad 
dexteram maiestatis sederet in excelsis; ut tanto angelos superaret quanto 
prae illis differentius nomen haereditavit; ut ab angelis adoraretur; ut Deus 
dicatur 34 ut immutabilis sit. 


Unde arguitur: qui perpetuo in NT nominatur Filius, non sensu meta- 
phorico neque diminuto sed vero Filius est, si (l) de aliis adhibetur sensus 
vel metaphoricus vel diminutus ut tamen alius et verior quidam sensus de 
Christo sit intelligendus, (2) qui alius et verior sensus manifestatur origine 
(splendor gloriae), charactere (figura substantiae), qualitate (immutabilis, 
v. 10-12), potentia (fecit saecula, omnia portans verbo virtutis suae) - , 
haereditate (universorum, nomen super angelos), opere (purgationem 
peccatorum), gloria (ad dexteram maiestatis in excelsis), cultu (adorant 
angeli), titulo (Deus unctus, v. 9). Atqui... Ergo. 


29 Dicuntur tsKva, Io 1.1 2 ; 11.52; incompleta est citatio Ps 81.6, forte ut evitetur 
nomen viol, Io 10.34. 


33 Ubi Paulus dixerat imaginem Dei (2 Cor 4.4; Col 1.15). hie habetur ‘figura,’ 
character, quod quasi ipsius rei impressione sculpitur. 

34 Nam Heb 1.9 ponit et Deum ungentem et Deum unctum; quod eo magis ab 
auctore intenditur quia in originali hebraico nisi unus non nominatur Deus. 
De toto hoc loco, C. Spicq, L’Epilre aux Hebreux, Paris i952. 


285 Part 2: Five Theses - Thesis 1 

moGeoict, ‘adoptive sonship,’ in order to distinguish the filiation of the 
faithful from the filiation of Christ. 27 Finally, in the Johannine writings 
Jesus is ‘his only Son,’ 28 and the faithful are not called nun, ‘sons,’ but 
xeicva, ‘children.’ 29 

The unique sense in which Christ is a Son is clear both from many other 
passages and from the brief exposition at the beginning of the Letter to the 
Hebrews [1.1-2], where God is said to have spoken in times past by the 
prophets and most recendy in his Son. 30 What sort of Son? One who is such 
that he has been appointed heir of all things; that God created all things 
through him; 31 that he is the reflection of the glory that is the Kabod Yah- 
weh; 32 that he is the imprint of God’s very being; 33 that he sustains all things 
by his powerful word; that having accomplished the redemption, he sits on 
high at the right hand of the Majesty; that he so far surpasses the angels as 
to have inherited a name far more excellent than theirs; that he is adored 
by the angels; that he is called God; 34 that he is unchangeable. 

Hence the argument: one who is constantly called ‘Son’ in the New Tes¬ 
tament is a Son not in a metaphorical or in a weaker sense, but is truly Son 
if (1) ‘son’ is used in a metaphorical or in a weaker sense about others so 
that it is to be understood in another and truer sense concerning Christ, 
and (2) this other truer sense is expressed in terms of his origin (reflection 
of glory), his character (imprint of being), his quality (immutable, w. 10- 
12), his power (he made the worlds, sustains all by a powerful word), his in¬ 
heritance (of all things, the name superior to the angels), his work (purifi- 

27 Galatians 4.5; Romans 8.15, 23; 9.4; Ephesians 1.5. 

28 John 3 -16,18; 1 John 4.9; see John 1.14,18. The meaning of this word is illus¬ 
trated from the rest of the New Testament: Luke 7.12; 8.42; 9.38; Hebrews 
U.17. 

29 They are called xeicva, John 1.12; 11.52. In John 10.34, the quotation from 
Psalm 82[8i].6 is incomplete, possibly to avoid the word viol. 

30 On the Son in the rest of the letter, see 3.5-6; 4.14; 6.6; 7.3, 28; 10.28-29. 

31 See Hebrews 11.3, where the creation of worlds by God is repeated. 

32 See above, p. 279, n. 13. 

33 Where Paul spoke of the image of God (2 Corinthians 4.4, Colossians 1.15), 
here the word is ‘imprint’ (Lat. figura [Gk. xctpaiccf|p]), suggesting the impres¬ 
sion made by sculpting. 

34 Hebrews 1.9 speaks of God anointing and God anointed. This is all the more 
the intention of the author, since in the Hebrew original only one God is 
mentioned. On this whole passage, see Ceslaus Spicq, L’Epitre aux Hebreux 
(Paris: J. Gabalda, 1952, 1953). [The commentary on the first chapter of 
Hebrews occurs in vol. 2, pp. 1-23. Vol. 1 was published in 1952, vol. 2 in 
1953-3 
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Quod si Christus praeexistens vere Filius est, sequitur eum esse a Patre 
genitum. Nisi enim generatione vera, nemo vere filius dicitur. Quod qui- 
dem implicite continetur in eo quod repetebat Ioannes: Filius unigenitus. 35 
Quod explicite secundum lectionem non receptam dixit*, ‘qui non ex san- 
guinibus neque ex voluntate carnis neque ex voluntate viri sed ex Deb na- 
tus est.’ 36 

6 Filius Patri consubstantialis est. 

Filius Patri consubstantialis est si eadem secundum substantiam tam de Fil- 
io quam de Patre dicuntur. Atqui. Ergo. 

(a) Mutua et exclusiva alterius cognitio, Mt 11.27; Lc 10.22. 37 

(b) Titulus ‘Dominus’ in vt de Deo sed in NT de Christo dicitur: ita ‘dies 
Domini’ ex Ioel 3.4 citatur Act 2.20, sed de Christo intelligitur apud 1 Cor 
1.8; 5.5; 2 Cor 1.14; 1 Th 5.2; 2 Th 2.2; 2 Pet 3 -io; iterum ‘nomen Domini’ ex 
Ioel 3.5 citatur Act 2.21 sed de Christo intelligitur Rom 10.9, 13; cf. 1 Cor 
1.2; Act 9.14; lac 2.7; etiam Act 4.10,12; iterum ‘via Domini’ ex Mai 3.1 apud 
Me I.3. 38 

(c) Titulus ‘Deus’: 2 Pet 1.1; Tit 2.13; Heb 1.9; Io 20.28; 1 Io 5.20. 39 


36 lo 1.13. Praefertur haec lectio a D. Mollat, Bible de Jerusalem. Utrum de gener¬ 
atione aeterna intelligi possit lo 18.37, propter finem ibi assignatum saltern 
longiori explicatione indigeret. Asseritur generatio Act 13.33; Heb 1.5; 5.5; 
sed de generatione aeterna non habetur certa interpretatio nisi forte apud 
Heb 1.5 propter contextum. 


39 Quae loca fere sunt extra disputationem. Ad 2 Pet l.l notate parallela 2 Pet 
1.11; 2.20; 3.2, 18. Ad Tit 2.13 notate quod agitur de adventuro Salvatore. Ad 


cation of sins), his glory (at the right hand of the Majesty on high), the 
worship due him (the angels adore him), his title (anointed as God, v. 9 )- 
But this premise is so; therefore he is not a Son in a metaphorical or in a 
weaker sense. 

But if the preexisting Christ is truly Son, it follows that he is begotten by 
the Father. For without true generation no one is truly said to be a son. This 
indeed is implicitly contained repeatedly in the Johannine writings: ‘only- 
begotten Son.’ 35 It is explicitly stated in a variant reading that, however, is. 
not accepted: ‘who was born, not out of human stock or urge of the flesh or 
will of a man, but of God.’ 36 

6 The Son is consubstantial with the Father. 

The Son is consubstantial with the Father if with respect to substance the 
same things are predicated of the Son as of the Father. But this is so; there¬ 
fore the Son is consubstantial with the Father. 

(a) Their exclusive knowledge of each other, Matthew 11.27, Luke 
10.22. 37 

(b) The title ‘Lord’ is used about God in the Old Testament but about 
Christ in the New Testament: thus ‘the day of the Lord,’Joel 3:4 [2.31], is 
quoted in Acts 2.20, but is understood about Christ in 1 Corinthians 1.8; 5.5; 
2 Corinthians 1.14; 1 Thessalonians 5.2; 2 Thessalonians 2.2; 2 Peter 3.10; 
‘the name of the Lord,’Joel 3.5 [2.32], is quoted in Acts 2.21, but is under¬ 
stood aboutChrist in Romans 10.9,13; see 1 Corinthians 1.2, Acts 9.14,James 
2.7; also Acts 4.10,12; and ‘the way of the Lord,’ Malachi 3.1, in Mark I.3. 38 

■(c) The title ‘God’: 2 Peter 1.1, Titus 2.13, Hebrews 1.9, John 20.28, 1 
John 5.20. 39 


35 See references in note 28 above. 

36 John 1.13. This reading is preferred by D. Mollat, in Bible deJerusalem. Whether 
John 18.37 can be understood to refer to the eternal generation of the Son 
would require an explanation too long for our present purposes. Generation 
is stated in Acts 13 33, Hebrews 1.5, and Hebrews 5.5; but these texts cannot 
with certainty be interpreted as referring to the eternal generation, except 
perhaps Hebrews 1.5, on account of the context! 

37 For more on this text, see below, pp. 600-603. 

38 See Lucien Cerfaux, ‘ “Kudos” dans les citations pauliniennes de l’Ancien 
Testament,’ Ephemerides Theobgicae Lovanienses 20 (1943) 5-17. See also the 
notes De Verbo incamato 50-52 [Thesis 1, part 3, a, n]. 

39 These texts are virtually beyond dispute. Note the parallels to 2 Peter 1.1 at 2 
Peter 1.11; 2.20; 3.2,18. Note that Titus 2.13 concerns the future coming of 
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(d) Titulus ‘Dominus dominorum et Rex regum,’ de Deo apud Deut 
10.17; Dan 2.47; 1 Tim 6.15, sed de Agno apud Apoc 17.14; cf. 19.16. 

(e) Titulus ‘Alpha et Omega, primus et novissimus, principium et finis’: 
de Deo, Apoc 1.8; 21.6; de Christo, Apoc 1.17; 2.8; 22.13 (cf. w. 12,16). 

(f) Titulus ‘Ego sum’: de Deo in summa quadam monotheismi affirma- 
tione, Is 43.10; de Christo, Io 8.24, 28; 13.19. 

(g) Gloria Dei: vide Io 12.41 et cf. Is 6.9 s., et 6.3. 40 

(h) Potentia: Deus Pater est per quern omnia et in quern omnia, Rom 
11.36; Filius est per quem omnia, 1 Cor 8.6; Col 1.16; Heb 1.2; Io 1.3; Filius 
est in quem omnia, Col 1.16; quo sensu a Patribus intelligitur 1 Cor 1.24, eo 
intelligi potest et forte debet Io 5.19. 

(i) Vitam in semet ipso habet sicut et Pater, Io 5.26. 41 

(j) Eadem cognoscibilitas : Io 14.6-11 ; cf. 8 .i 9 ;'i 2 - 45 - 

(k) Omnia communia: Io 16.15; 17.10. 

7 Obiectiones 

(a) Maxima pars eorum quae obici solent, solvuntur intelligendo nt non exclusive 
loqui de Christo praeexistente, sed etiam de homine Iesu, de Messia praeannuntia- 


Heb 1.9 arguitur non ex textu Hebraico sed Graeco. Ad 1 Io 5.20 notate dif- 
ferentiam inter ‘hie’ et ‘ille.’ofixoi; et EKEivog. Indubium etiam est Io 1.1, sed 
longiori expositione indiget propter allegationem Origenis; vide De Verbo 
incamato 57-58. Secundum traditionalem interpretationem, idem estdicen- 
dum de Rom 9.5; sed aliter exponitur ab L. Cerfaux, La Christologie de saint 
Paul 389 ss. 
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(d) The title ‘Lord of lords and King of kings’: applied to God, Deuter¬ 
onomy 10.17, Daniel 2.47,1 Timothy 6.15, but applied to the Lamb, Revela¬ 
tion 17.14; see 19.16. 

(e) The title ‘Alpha and Omega, the first and the last, the beginning and 
the end’: applied to God, Revelation 1.8; 21.6; to Christ, Revelation 1.17; 
2.8; 22.13; see w. 12 and 16. 

(f) The title ‘I Am’: applied to God in a strong affirmation of monothe¬ 
ism, Isaiah 43.10; applied to Christ, John 8.24, 28; 13.19. 

(g) Glory of God: see John 12.41, and compare Isaiah 6.9-10 and 6.3. 40 

(h) Power: God the Father is the one through whom all things and for 
whom all things, Romans 11.36; the Son is the one through whom all things, 
1 Corinthians 8.6, Colossians 1.16, Hebrews 1.2, John 1.3; the Son is die one 
for whom all things, Colossians 1.16. John 5.19 can and perhaps ought to be 
understood in the sense in which the Fathers understand 1 Corinthians 1.24. 

(i) He has life in himself as the Father has, John 5.26. 41 

(j) The same knowability: John 14.6-11; see 8.19 and 12.45. 

(k) All things in common: John 16.15 and 17.10. 

7 Objections 

(a) Most of the usual objections can be solved by understanding that the 
New Testament does not speak exclusively about the preexisting Christ but 


the Savior. Regarding Hebrews 1.9, the argument is drawn from the Greek 
text, not the Hebrew. As to l John 5.20, note the difference between ofaoi;, 
Latin hie, this man, and eicevvo^, Latin ille, ‘that man.’ [The word eiceivo^, 
Latin ille, does not occur in this brief epilogue, w. 18-21]. Jn 1.1 is also not in 
doubt, but because of Origen’s criticisms it requires too long an explanation; 
see De Verbo incamato 57-58 [Thesis 1, part 3, a, iv, 9; see also above, part 1, 
section 7, pp. 116-37] . According to the traditional interpretation, the same is 
to be said about Romans 9.5; but Lucien Cerfaux has a different explanation 
of this text, Le Christ dans la theologie de saint Paul (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 
J 95i) 389-92. [In English, Christ in the Theology of St Paul, trans. Geoffrey Webb 
and Adrian Walker (New York: Herder and Herder, 1959) 517-20.] 

40 More on this in the notes in De Verbo incamato 60-63 [Thesis 1, part 3, a, vi] . 

41 On the equality of the Son with the Father John 5.18, see our explanation, De 
Verbo incamato 90-96 [Thesis 1 , part 3, b, iv, 2] . On their unity, John 16.30, De 
Verbo incamato 96-99 [Thesis 1, part 3, b, iv, 3]. 
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to, de Filio hominis passuro, resurrecturo, iterum venturo, de Domino nunc reg- 
nante ad dexteram Patris. 42 

(b) Io 14.28: Pater maior me est. Cf. lect. var. 10.29. 

Respondetur mentem Ioannis fuse exponi ubi expresse de aequalitate agitur, 
5.18 ss.; Filium ibi doceri minorem inquantum a se ipso nihil possit facere (5-i9» 
30), inquantum habeat vitam in semet ipso sicut Pater, tamen sibi a Patre datam 
(5.26), et similia; ideoque cum Patribus Graecis respondendum est dupliciter aliud 
alio- did minus: uno modo, quia aliud ab alio dependet, et sic Filius qua Filius est 
Patre minor; alio modo, quia alia et inferior est alterius natura, et sic Filius qua 
Deus est Patri aequaiis. Vel cum aliis did potest Filium esse minorem ratione hu- 
manitatis assumptae. 

(c) Io 17.3: ut cognoscant te solum verum Deum et quern misisti lesum Christum. 

Respondetur triplidter adhiberi posse nomen ‘Deus’: primo modo, ut nomen 
Patri et Filio commune, et sic in usu Christiano posteriori; altero modo, ut nomen 
personale Dei Patris, et sic communiter in nt ; 43 tertio modo, ut nomen quod Deo 
Patri erat personale sed iam incipit ad Filium extendi, et sic apud Io 1.1; 20.28; et 
uti videtur 1 Io 5.20. Porro, ut ad locum allatum procedamus, quod Pater dicitur so¬ 
lus verus Deus, difficultatem facit secundum usum posteriorem qui tamen inepte 
ad interpretandum nt adhiberetur; sed nullam difficultatem facit secundum usum 
communem nt, nam Filius non est Pater; neqiie confici potest argumentum ex ter¬ 
tio et intermedio usu qui, cum sit indeterminatus, determinatam conclusionem 
non fundat. 


42 Vide expositam notionem schematis, De Verbo incamato 24 29. Breviter 
schema est non solus conceptus sed conceptus repraesentatione sensibili 
determinatus; ideoque quod ex solo conceptu sequeretur, non ideo sequitur 
ex schemate. 
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also of the man Jesus, the foretold Messiah, the Son of Man who is to suffer, 
rise, and come again, and the Lord now reigning at the right hand of the 
Father.'* 2 

(b) John 14.28: ‘The Father is greater than I.’ Compare the variant read¬ 
ing, 10.29. 

The answer is that the mind ofjohn is abundantly clear where he express¬ 
ly deals with the equality of Father and Son, 5.18-26. There the Son is pre¬ 
sented as lesser inasmuch as he cannot do anything on his own (w. 19,30), 
inasmuch as he has life in himself as the Father has, but given to him by the 
Father (v. 26), and the like. Therefore, with the Greek Fathers we must re¬ 
ply that one thing can be said to be less than another in two ways: first, be¬ 
cause one depends on the other, and in this way the Son as Son is less than 
the Father; second, because one is inferior to the other by nature, and in 
this way the Son as God is equal to the Father. Or, one could say along with 
some others that the Son is lesser by reason of his assumed humanity. 

(c) John 17.3: that they may know you, the only true God, and Jesus 
Christ whom you have sent’ 

Here we reply that the name ‘God’ can be used in three ways: first, as a 
name common to Father and Son, as in later Christian usage; second, as a 
personal name of God the Father, as generally in the New Testament; 43 
third, as the name that was personal to God the Father but was already be¬ 
ginning to be extended to the Son, as in John 1.1 and 20.28, and also, it 
seems, in 1 John 5.20. So, to address the text referred to, that the Father is 
said to be the only true God, it presents a difficulty only according to the lat¬ 
er usage which in any case is improperly used in interpreting the New Tes¬ 
tament; but it presents no difficulty according to the common New 
Testament usage, for the Son is not the Father, nor can any argument be 
made from the intermediate third usage which, since it is indeterminate, 
provides no basis for a determinate conclusion. 


42 See our explanation of the notion of model, ibid. 24-29 [Preliminary note 3]. 
Briefly, a model is not a concept alone but a concept delineated by a visible 
representation, and therefore what might be concluded from a concept alone 
does not on that account follow from the model. 

43 On the name of God in the New Testament, see Karl Rah ner, ‘ Theos'i m Neuen 
Testament,’ in his Schriftenzur Tkeologie (Einsiedeln: Benziger, 1954), vol. 1, 
91-167. [In English, ‘Theos in the New Testament,’ in Theological Investigations, 
vol. 1: God, Christ, Mary and Grace, trans. Cornelius Ernst (Baltimore: Helicon 
Press, 1961) 79-148. This paragraph has been changed from what appeared in 
1961. See below, p. 707.] 
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Argumenti patristid pars prima 

1 Primo demonstrari oportet legitime in concilio Nicaeno propositam esse 
doctrinam sensu ontologico praeditam. 

Quae quidem demonstrate tota in implicitis ponitur. Nihil enim decre- 
vit c. Nicaenum circa validitatem vel naturam cuiuslibet ontologiae vel 
metaphysicae; implicite tamen in affirmata Filii consubstantialitate includi- 
tur quid ontologicum. Quod autem in Nicaeno deest, idem multo magis 
deest in verbo Dei, in praedicatione apostolica, in traditione ecclesiastica, 
et ideo in his nisi implicite inveniri non potest quod ontologicum decreti 
Nicaeni aspectum fundet atque iustificet. 

Quam ob causam, primo ea colligemus quae manifestant qualis fuerit 
praedicatio apostolica (§§ 2-5) ut deinde ex his cumulatis et coniunctis ad 
argumentum procedamus (§6). 

2 Eiusmodi fuit praedicatio apostolica ut doctrina uniformis universaliter et 
exclusive agnosceretur tamquam fidei regula certa et manifesta. 44 

Ita secundum Irenaeum ecclesia, cum hanc praedicationem fidemque ac- 
ceperit, quamvis in universo mundo disseminata sit, eandem tamen dili- 
genter custodit quasi unam animam habens et unum cor, et consonanter 
docet et praedicat quasi os unum possidens. Neque quidquam obstat vel 
linguarum diversitas vel dispersio geographica in Germania, in Hiberis, in 
Celtis, in Oriente, in Aegypto, in Libya, in medio mundo, sed ‘sicut sol, 
creatura Dei, in universo mundo unus et idem est, sic et lumen, praedicatio 
veritatis, ubique lucet et illuminat omnes homines qui volunt ad cognition- 
em ver ita tis venire.’ 45 

Quare, quod apud Irenaeum ex traditione ecclesiastica erat argumen¬ 
tum, 46 a Tertulliano tamquam haereticorum praescriptio proponitur. 
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\ 1 The patristic argument, part 1 

11 * First we must demonstrate that a doctrine possessing ontological meaning 

\ was legitimately proposed in the Council of Nicea. 

■" This demonstration rests entirely on what is implicit. For the Council de- 

t creed nothing concerning the validity or nature of any particular ontology 

or metaphysics; but in die affirmation of the consubstantiality of the Son, 
j | something ontological is implicitly contained. What is absent in Nicea is all 

the more absent in the word of God, in the apostolic preaching, in the tra¬ 
dition of the church, and therefore only implicitly can there be found in 
,! ; them what grounds and justifies the ontological element in the Nicene 

|; decree. 

Therefore we shall first collect evidences that reveal the nature of the ap¬ 
ostolic preaching (§§2-5) so that, having gathered them all together with 
\; the various connections among them, we may then proceed to our argu- 

; ment(§6). 

2 The apostolic preaching was such that its uniform teaching was universal¬ 
ly and exclusively acknowledged as a certain and manifest rule of faith 44 

; j Irenaeus remarked that although the church, having accepted this preach¬ 

ing and the doctrine it contained, was spreading rapidly throughout the 
j world, nevertheless, with one heart and soul, so to speak, she diligently pre- 

• ' served this doctrine and uniformly taught and preached it, as if possessing 

i ■' a sin g le mouth. Neither the diversity of languages nor the geographical dis¬ 

persion of churches in Germany, among the Iberians and the Celts, in the 
| J East, in Egypt, in Libya, and in the center of the world presented any obsta¬ 

cle, but, ‘as God’s creature the sun is one and the same throughout the 
j whole world, so this light, this preaching of truth, shines everywhere and 

enlightens all who are willing to come to a knowledge of the truth.’ 45 

Irenaeus’s argument from the tradition of the church 46 is proposed by 
Tertullian as a preemptive argument against heretics: 


44 See Damien Van den Eynde, Les normes de Tenseignement chretien dans la littera- 
turepatristiquedes trois premiers siecles (Paris: Gabalda, and Gembloux' Duculot, 

. 1933)- 

45 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 1,10, 2; Harvey, 1,92-94; ep 192 [mg 7, 552-53]. 

46 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 111, cc. 1-3; Harvey, 11, 2-15. 
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Hinc igitur dirigimus praescriptionem: si Dominus Iesus Christus apostolos 
misit ad praedicandum, alios non esse recipiendos praedicatores quam 
Christus instituit; quia ‘nec alius Patrem novit nisi Filius, et cui Filius revelav- 
it’ [Mt 11.27], nec aliis videtur revelasse Filius quam apostolis quos misit ad 
praedicandum utique quod illis revelavit. Quid autem praedicaverint, id est, 
quid illis Christus revelaverit, et hie praescribam non aliter probari debere 
nisi per easdem ecclesias quas ipsi apostoli condiderunt, ipsi iis praedicando 
tarn viva quod aiunt voce quam per epistulas postea. Si haec ita sunt, constat 
proinde omnem doctrinam quae cum illis ecclesiis apostolicis, matricibus et 
originalibus fidei, conspiret, veritati deputandam, sine dubio tenentem quod 
ecclesiae ab apostolis, apostoli a Christo, Christus a Deo accepit; reliquam 
vero omnem doctrinam de mendacio praeiudicandam, quae sapiat contra 
veritatem ecclesiarum et apostolorum et Christi et Dei: 47 



Origenes denique De principiis exordiens Christum esse veritatem (Io 
14.6) affirmavit turn secundum ea quae homo factus docuit turn secundum 
ea quae Dei Verbum per Moysin et prophetas annuntiavit. Cum tamen ii 
qui Christo se credere profiterentur non solum in minimis sed etiam in 
maximis, uti.de Deo, de ipso Domino lesu Christo, vel de Spiritu sancto, in¬ 
ter se discreparent, inde ab initio ponendam censuit ‘certam lineam mani- 
festamque regulam,’ quam quidem invenit in facto quod 'servetur vero 
ecclesiastica praedicatio per successionis ordinem ab apostolis tradita et 
usque ad praesens in ecclesiis permanens’; unde et conclusit ‘ilia sola cre- 
denda est veritas quae in nullo ab ecclesiastica et apostolica traditione dis- 
cordat.’ 48 


3 Quam quidem regulam distinguunt auctores a propriis suis opinionibus. 

Ita Iustinus ipsas suas demonstrationes distinxit ab alio fundamento quod 
numquam derelinqueret: ‘neque enim humanis doctrinis iussi sumus ab 


Accordingly, therefore, we make this statement: if the Lord Jesus 
Christ sent aposdes to preach, no others are to be accepted as preach¬ 
ers than those appointed by Christ; because ‘no one knows the Father 
except the Son, and anyone to whom the Son has revealed him’ [Mat¬ 
thew 11.27], and the Son seems to have revealed him to no others 
than to the apostles whom he sent to preach just what he had revealed 
to them. As for the content of their preaching, that is, what Christ re¬ 
vealed to them, here again I will state that it is to be authenticated in 
no other way than by those same churches founded by the apostles 
themselves by their preaching to them both viva voce and later on in 
“their letters. Since this is so; it clearly follows that all doctrine that is in 
agreement with those apostolic churches, the very wombs and foun¬ 
tainheads of the faith, is to be accounted as true and held without 
doubt as that which the churches received fr om the apostles, the apos¬ 
des from Christ, and Christ from God. All other teaching is to be sum¬ 
marily judged as mendacious, smacking of what is contrary to the true 
teaching of the churches, of the aposdes, of Christ, and of God. 47 . 

Finally, Origen, at the beginning of his On First Principles, affirms Christ to 
be truth (John 14.6) regarding both what he taught in his incarnate life on 
earth and what as the Word of God he proclaimed through Moses and the 
prophets. However, since those who professed to believe in Christ were dis¬ 
agreeing among themselves not only on small matters but even on the most 
important ones, such as those concerning God, concerning the Lord Jesus 
Christ himself, or concerning the Holy Spirit, he decided that from the out¬ 
set a ‘definite line and clear rule’ should be laid down, which he found in 
the fact that ‘the preaching of the church is preserved, having been handed 
down in orderly succession from the apostles and remains in the churches 
to the present day.’ Hence he concluded that ‘only that truth is to be be¬ 
lieved that does not on any point disagree with the ecclesial and apostolic 
tradition.’ 48 

3 Writers make a distinction between this rule and their own opinions. 

Thus Justin distinguished his own arguments from another foundation 
which he would never abandon: ‘Christ himself ordered us to believe, not 

47 Tertullian, De praescriptione haereticorum, 21; ep 293 [ml 2, 33]. 

48 Origen, De principiis, praef., 1 and 2; Koetschau (gcs 22), 7-8. 
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ipso Christo credere, sed iis quae a beads prophetis praedicata et ab ipso 
tradita sunt.’ 4 ® 

Irenaeus quidem concessit alium fidelem in sermone valde praevalere et 
alium in dicendo esse irifirmum, negavit autem fidem vel in illo ampliari vel 
in hoc deminorari. Plus enim et minus secundum intelligentiam ita inter fi- 
deles inveniuntur, non ut alius Deus praeter creatorem excogitetur aut 
alius Christus, sed ut explicentur parabolae, utDei magnanimitas in aposta- 
sia angelorum et inobedientia hominum extollatur, ut dicatur cur alia idem 
Deus fecerit caelestia et alia terrestria, alia aeterna et alia temporalia, et 
quemadmodum invisibilis Deus prophetis apparuerit, et quare Verbum Dei 
caro factum sit et passum, et cur in novissimis temporibus advenerit Filius 
Dei, etc. 5 ° 

Tertullianus, postquam regulam fidei narravit, addidit: 

Haec regula a Christo, ut probabitur, instituta nullas habet apud nos quaes- 
tiones, nisi quas haereses inferunt et quae haereticos faciunt. Caeterum 
manente forma eius in suo o'rdine, quantum libet quaeras et tractes et om- 
nem libidinem curiositatis effundas ... ‘Fides, inquit, tua te salvum fecit’ [Lc 
18.42], non exercitatio scripturarum. Fides in regula posita est: habes legem, 
et salutem de observation^ legis: exercitatio autem in curiositate consistit, 
habens gioriam de peritiae studio. Cedat curiositas fidei; cedat gloria 
saluti. 51 


Apud Clementem Alexandrinum denique et Origenem fere systematica 
evoluta est distinctio inter commun'em fidei regulam et gnosin quandam 
pio scripturarum studio attingendam. 52 

4 Eodem ex fonte processerunt determinatio canonis scripturarum, formatio sym¬ 
bol! apostolici, exclusio haereticorum a communione, integraque opera contra 
haereticos scripta. 
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human doctrines, but those preached by the blessed prophets and taught 
by himself.’ 49 

Irenaeus granted that some members of the faithful are very effective in 
preaching while others are poor speakers, but denied that there would 
therefore be more faith in the former and less in the latter. The difference 
among the faithful is in terms of their talent, not for inventing some other 
God besides the creator or another Christ, but for explaining the parables, 
for extolling the magnanimity of God in face of the apostasy of the angels 
and the disobedience of humans, and for saying why this same God has 
made some realities celestial and others terrestrial, some eternal and others 
temporal, how an invisible God appeared to the prophets, why the Word of 
God was made flesh and suffered, and why in these last times the Son of 
God has come, and so on. 50 

After stating the rule of faith, Tertullian added: 

We have no questions about this rule, instituted by Christ as will be 
shown, except for those questions that heresies bring up and that 
produce heretics. On the other hand, as long as this rule is truly and 
properly maintained, ask questions and discuss as much as you like, 
and indulge your curiosity ... ‘Your faith,’ he said, ‘will save you’ 

[Luke 18.42], not scriptural erudition. Faith rests upon a rule: you 
have a law, and you have salvation by the observance of that law. 
Learning is a matter of curiosity, and wins glory through its eagerness 
to acquire expertise. Let curiosity yield to faith, and let glory yield to 
salvation. 51 

Finally, Clement of Alexandria and Origen developed almost a systematic 
distinction between the common rule of faith and a certain gnosis to be at¬ 
tained through the devout study of the scriptures. 52 

4 The settling of the scriptural canon, the composition of the Apostles’ 
Creed, the exclusion of heretics from communion, and the corpus of writ¬ 
ings against heretics all proceeded from the same rule of faith. 


49 Justin, Dialogus cum Tryphone Iudaeo, 48; ep 136 [mg 6, 580-81]. 

50 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 1, 10, 3; Harvey, 1, 94-96. 

51 Tertullian, Depraescriptione haereticorum, 14 [ml 2, 31-32]. 

52 For example, Origen, Deprincipiis, praef., 3; Koetschau (gcs 22) 9; ep 444. See 
also Jules Lebreton, 'Le disaccord de la foi populaire et de la theologie 
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Circa canonem vide tract, de inspiratione; circa symbolum apostolicum, apparatum 
apud db 1 ss., materiarum coilectionem ab A. Hamack factam apud Hahn, Bibliothek 
der Symbole, 364-go, litt. apud Altaner, 41 - 43 ; circa momentum communionis, L. 
Herding, Communio und Primat, Misc. hist, pant., 7 (1943) 1-40; Geschichte der katk. 
Kirche, Berlin 1949: angl. Westminster 1957; exemplum concretum apud Hipp., 
Contra Noetum, 1, ed. Nautin, p. 235. 


Praeter notissima opera contra haereticos ab Irenaeo {Adversus haereses libri V), 
Tertulliano {De praescriptione haerelicorum, Adv. Hermogenen, Adv. ludaeos, Adv. Mar- 
cionem, Adv. Valentinianos, Scorpiace, Adv. Praxean, De came Christi), Ps.-Tertulliano 
{Adv. omnes haereses), Hippolyto {Contra haeresin Noeti, Refutatio omnium haeresium), 
Philatrio Brixiensi, Epiphanio, permulta sunt opera deperdita ud lustini {Adv. Mar- 
cionem) , Agrippae Castoris, Philippi de Gortyna, Rhodonis, Musani, Candidi, Apion- 
is, Sexd, Heraclid, Hegesippi (fragm. supersunt); de quibus Altaner 98,117 s. 


5 Eiusmodi denique fuit praedicatio apostolica ut per tria fere saecula a Nerone ad 
Diocletianum ‘martyrum candidatus exercitus’ propter fidem supplicia et mortem 
passussit 

De persecutionibusvidej. Zeiller apud Fliche-Martin, 1, 289-320; 11,113-17; 119-21; 
145 - 67 ; 457 - 75 - Circa sententiam gnosticam de martyrio, A. Orbe, Losprimeros kerejes 
ante la persecucion, Romae 1956, Anal. Greg. 83. 
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Concerning the biblical canon, see the treatise on inspiration; concerning 
the Apostles’ Creed, see the critical apparatus in db 1-12, ds 1-41, nd 1-9, 
the materials collected by A. Harnack in Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole und 
Glaubensregeln der alten Kirche 364-go, the literature in Altaner, Patrology 47- 
50 [41-43]; concerning the importance of communion, Ludwig Freiherr 
von Herding, Communio und Primat, Miscellanea historiae pontificiae, vol. 7 
(Roma: Typis Pontificiae Universitatis Gregorianae, 1943) [in English trans¬ 
lation from a later, 1962, German version, Communio: Church and Papacy in 
Early Christianity (Chicago: Loyola University Press, 1972)]; Geschichte der 
katholischen Kirche (Berlin: Morus-Verlag, 1949) [in English, A History of the 
Catholic Church (Westminster, md: Newman Press, 1957)]; a concrete exam¬ 
ple in Hippolytus, Contra haeresin Noeti [Hippolyte contra les heresies: Fragment, 
etude et edition critique, ed. Pierre Nautin] I, 235. 

Besides the well-known works against heretics by Irenaeus, Against Here¬ 
sies, Tertullian, On the Prescription of Heretics, Against Hermogenes, Against the 
Jews, Against Marcion, Against the Valentinians, Scorpiace, Against Praxeas, On 
the Flesh of Christ, by Pseudo-Tertullian, Against All Heresies, by Hippolytus, 
Against the Heresy ofNoetus, Refutation of All Heresies, by Philastrius of Brescia, 
and by Epiphanius, there is a large number of lost works such as those of 
Justin, Against Marcion, Agrippa, Castor, Philip of Gortyn, Rhodon, Musa- 
nus, Candidus, Apion, Sextus, Heraclitus, Hegesippus (some' fragments are 
extant); on these, see Altaner, Patrology 123-24,148-50 [98-99, 117-18]. 

5 The apostolic preaching was so effective that for almost three centuries 
from Nero to Diocletian the ‘white-robed army of martyrs’ suffered torture 
and death for the faith. 

Concerning the persecutions, see J. Lebreton and Jacques Zeiller, in His- 
toire de VEglise depuis les origines jusqu’a nos jours. Fliche-Martin (Paris: Bloud 

6 Gay, 1946) 1: L’Eglise primitive, 289-320; 11: De la fin du 2e siecle a lapaix con- 

savante dans l’Eglise du me siecle,’ Revue d’histoire ecclesiastique 19 (1923) 481- 
506; ‘Les degrees de la connaissance religieuse d’apres Origene,’ Recherches de 
science religieuse 12 (1922) 265-96; Th. Camelot, Foi et gnose, introduction a I’etude 
de la connaissance mystique chez Clement d'Alexandrie (Paris: J. Vrin, 1945); 
WaltherVolker, Derwahre Gnostiker nach Clemens Alexandriniis (Berlin: Akade- 
mie-Verlag, 1952); Joseph Moingt, ‘La gnose de Clement d’Alexandrie dans 
ses rapports avec la foi et la philosophic,’ Recherches de science religieuse 37 
(i 960 ) 195 - 25 L 398-421, 537 - 64 ; 38 ( 1951 ) 82-118. See Altaner, Patrology 
221-22, 234-35 [ 174 - 75 , 184-85]. 
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6 Legitime ergo haec eadem praedicatio, postquam priorum realismum 
acriticum et Alexandrinorum speculationem Platonicam correxit, ad decre- 
tum Nicaenum sensu ontologico praeditum conduxit. 

Circa realismum acriticum, vide quae superius sub titulo Unius substantiae attuiimus; 
circa speculationem Platonicam, vide sub titulo Imago ipsius bonitatis, circa transitum 
a mente, quae imaginibus nimis inhaeret, ad formulationem quae imaginationem 
superat ut simpliciter de veris loquatur (eadem de Filio quae de Patre dicuntur, ex- 
cepto Patris nomine), vide sub titulo Homoousion] circa illorum correctionem hac ul¬ 
tima formulatione effectam, vide sub titulo Motus antenicaeni structura, praesertim 
ubi de problemate realismi acritici, de conceptione Dei, et de evolutione doctrinae 
trinitariae. 


Ponitur assertum contra omnes qui illegitimum opinentur processum ex 
religione NT ad affirmationem Nicaenam, quasi saltus ex alio in aliud ge¬ 
nus, ex religione ad ontologiam, factus esset. 

Probatur assertum ex eo quod (i) verbum Dei, quod factum est kerygma 
apostolicum et deinde traditio ecclesiastica, manifeste de veris agebat 
iisque serisu ontologico praeditis, et (2) homoousion Nicaenum pariter de 
veris agebat iisque pariter sensu ontologico praeditis. 

Quoad primum, arguitur ex effectibus; nam ex fructibus eorum cog- 
noscetis eos. Ubi enim oritur doctrina uniformis, universaliter diffusa, ex¬ 
clusive agnita, in certa et manifesta regula contenta, ab ipsis personalibus 
scriptorum opinionibus distincta; ubi secundum hanc doctrinam facta est 
canonis determinatio, symboli formatio, haereticorum a communione ex- 
clusio, haeresium refutationes et deinde catalogi; ubi eandem consequitur 
doctrinam progressiva quaedam realismi acritici derelictio et etiam specu¬ 
lations Platonicae superatio;' ubi propter hanc doctrinam per tria fere saec- 
ula multiplicantur martyres; ibi ad vera maxime attenditur, eaque 
realitatem respicientia. 

Quoad alterum, ex analysi arguitur: homoousion enim aliud non significat 
nisi quod ea quae vere de Patre dicuntur (Patris excepto nomine) etiam 


,The Robert Mollot Collection 


301 Part 2 : Five Theses - Thesis 1 

stantinienne, 113—17, 119— 2 i> 145 — 57 , 457 — 75 - On the Gnostic opinion about 
martyrdom, Antonio Orbe, Losprimeros herejes ante la persecution (Rome: Gre¬ 
gorian University Press, 1956). 

6 This same preaching, therefore, after correcting the uncritical or naive re¬ 
alism of previous authors and the Platonic speculation of the Alexandrians, 
legitimately led to the Nicene decree possessing ontological meaning. 

On naive realism, see above, Part 1, Section 6, ‘Of One Substance ; on Pla¬ 
tonic speculation, see Section 7, ‘The Image of Goodness Itself; on the 
transition from a mentality that clings too much to images to a formulation 
that transcends the imagination so as to speak simply about truths (the 
same things are said of the Son as are said of the Father, except for the 
name ‘Father’), see Section 9, ‘ Homoousion, Consubstantial’; on the correc¬ 
tion of the former formulations made by this final one, see Section 10, ‘The 
Structure of the Ante-Nicene Movement,’ especially on the problem of na¬ 
ive realism, on the concept of God, and on the development of trinitarian 
doctrine. 

This assertion is directed at all who think that the process from the reli¬ 
gion of the New Testament to the affirmation of Nicea is illegitimate, as if 
there had been a jump from one genus to another, from religion to ontol¬ 
ogy- 

The assertion is proven from the fact that (1) the word of God, which be¬ 
came the apostolic kerygma and subsequently the tradition of the church, 
was obviously concerned with truths, truths possessing ontological mean¬ 
ing, and (2) Nicea’s homoousion was similarly concerned with truths that 
likewise possessed ontological meaning. 

As to the first point, we argue from effects: by their fruits you shall know 
them. For where a uniform doctrine emerges, spread in all directions, ac¬ 
knowledged exclusively, contained in a clear and certain rule, and distinct 
from the personal opinions of the various writers; where in accordance with 
this doctrine the scriptural canon was settled, the creeds formulated, here¬ 
tics barred from communion, and heresies refuted and later catalogued; 
where consequent upon this same doctrine there occurred a progressive 
abandonment of naive realism and also of Platonic speculation; where be¬ 
cause of this doctrine there was a host of martyrs over almost three centu¬ 
ries - there truths are paramount, and truths are about reality. 

As to the second point, we argue by analysis: homoousion means simply 
that what is truly predicated of the Father is also, except for the name ‘Fa- 
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vere de Filio dicuntur. Neque magis neque minus haec de divinis personis 
vera sensum ontologicum habent quam quae superius de doctrina et doc- 
trinae consectariis enumeravimus. Utrobique enim invenitur idem realis- 
mus dogmaticus qui nihil aliud est quam adaequatio ilia omnibus nota et 
perpaucis explicata inter veram rei affirmationem et realem rei statum. 

Altera pars argumenti patristici: Undique colligitur Christianos neque cum Gentibus 
deorum pluralitatem tolerare neque cum Iudaeis unicam et solitariam agnoscere di- 
vinitatem sed in unum Deum credere Patrem et Filium et Spiritum sanctum. 

1 Testibus paganis 

Plinius, Ad Traianum epist., x, 96, 7; ‘Affirmabant hanc fuisse summam vel culpae 
suae vel erroris, quod essent solid stato die ante lucem convenire carmenque dicere 
Christo quasi Deo secum invicem.’ 

Lucianus, Peregrinus, 11 et 13, Christianos descripsit qui abiectis diis Graecorum 
'sophistam ilium suum crucifixum adorent et ad eius legem vitam suam ordinent.’ 

Celsus apud Orig., CL Celsum, vni, 12 (Koetschau, 229, 11-15): ‘Si nullum alium 
isti colerent praeter unum Deum, esset fortasse illis contra alios valida ratio. Nunc 
autem hominem nuperrime exortum supra modum colunt, nec tamen putant se 
quidquam peccare in Deum, etsi ministrum eius colant.’ Et ibid. 14 (231, 5-9): ‘ Si 
doceas eos, non ilium eius filium sed ipsum'omnium Patrem esse quem solum vere 
adorari oporteat, nolint nisi et iste [adoretur], qui seditionis dux est eis et quem Fi¬ 
lium Dei appellant.' Vide ibidem responsa Origenis. 


2 Testibus apologetis 

Iustinus concessit Christianos non dictos paganorum deos colere, negavit 
autem eos esse atheos qui verissimum Deum moraliter bonum colerent, 
eiusque Filium, angelorum exercitum, et Spiritum sanctum. 53 At idem 
composuit Dialogum cum Tryphone Iudaeo ubi Christianos docuit eundem 
omnino Deum colere qui Hebraeos eduxit de terra Aegypti in manu poten- 
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ther,’ truly predicated also of the Son. These truths about the divine 
persons have no more and no less ontological meaning than the aforemen¬ 
tioned examples of what we said above about the doctrine and its conse¬ 
quences. In both are found the same dogmatic realism that is nothing other 
than the correspondence, familiar to all and rarely explained, between the 
true affirmation of a thing and its real status. 

The patristic argument, part 2: Christians everywhere neither tolerated the many gods 
the pagans believed in nor acknowledged the single and solitary divinity held by the 
Jews, but believed in one God, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

1 Testimony of the pagans 

Pliny, Letter to Trajan, x, 96, 7. writes that ‘ [the Christians] insisted that this 
was the sum total of their crime or error, that they would gather on a given 
day before dawn and sing antiphonally a hymn to Christ as God.’ 

Lucian, Peregrinus , 11 and 13, described Christians as people who, having 
rejected the gods of the Greeks, ‘worship that crucified sophist of theirs and 
regulate their lives according to his law.’ 

Celsus, in Origen, Contra Celsum, vni, 12 (Koetschau [gcs 3] 229 .11-1 5 ): 
‘If they worshiped no one else besides the one God, they would perhaps 
have a valid argument against others. But as it is, they worship in an extrav¬ 
agant way this man who has just recently arrived on the scene, and yet they 
think they are not sinning against God, even though they worship his ser¬ 
vant.’ Ibid. 14 (231,5-9): ‘If you were to teach them that he who is the Fa¬ 
ther of all is the only one who should be adored and not his son, they will 
only say that he also is to be adored who is the leader of their sect and whom 
they call the Son of God.’ See Origen’s reply in the same place. 

2 Testimony of the Apologists 

Justin conceded that the Christians do not worship the so-called gods of the 
pagans, but denied that people who believe in a most true and morally 
good God and in his Son, in the host of angels, and in the Holy Spirit, are 
atheists. 53 But he was also the author of the Dialogue with the Jew Trypho, in 
which he explained that Christians believe in the very same God who 

53 Justin, Apologia, I, 6; ep 113 [mg 6,336-37] ■ 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 


304 Pars Altera: Theses Quinque - Thesis l 

ti et brachio excelso, 54 et tamen Christum esse Dominum et Deum Dei 
Filium, non solum nomine sed etiam numero a Patre distinctum, 55 eun- 
demque, non autem Patrem, Abrahae et Iacob et Moysi esse visum. 56 

Athenagoras pariter non atheos Christiarios esse affirmavit sed Deum 
colere, 57 et agnoscere Verbum Dei Filium, et unita secundum potentiam as- 
serere Patrem et Filium et Spiritum. 5 ® Theophilus pariter Antiochemis non 
solum Deum imprincipiatum et ingenitum affirmavit 59 sed etiam Verbum 
Deum ex Deo genitum. 60 

3 Ex ipsis haeresibus 

Quae mysteriosa de divinis doctrina quae pariter solitudinem et multi- 
tudinem negavit, sicut apta fuit haeresium occasio, ita inter se oppositas ex- 
clusit sententias. E Iudaeis Ebionitae et e Graecis Adoptionistae Iesum 
merum esse hominem voluerunt; Gnostici et Marcionitae Deum vt 
severum creatorem et bonum NT Deum separaverunt; Patripassiani eun- 
dem esse voluerunt et Patrem creatorem et redemptorem Filium; Sabel- 
liani tria nomina et tres activitates vel tres unius eiusdemque substantiae 
quasi status distinxerunt; quos omnes exclusit ecclesia, etsi ipsi doctores nisi 
pedetentim ad formulationem undequaque exactam non pervenerint. 


56 Dial, 56; 1,253. Inde a Iustino Christian] interpretari solebant theophanias vt 
quasi in iis apparuit non Pater sed Filius. Unde J. Lebreton evolvit argumen- 
tum ex Iustino, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite, Paris 1928, n, 430-71. Edam G. 
Aeby, Les missions divines, Freiburg (Helv.) 1958, doctrinam a S. lusdno ad Ori- 
genem de theophaniis exponit, praeserdm pp. 6-10; 44-50; 68-71; 90-92; 
103-106; 120-24; 147-50. Quibus accedunt posteriores, ud Epistula sex epp., 
Hahn, §151, pp. 178-82; Athanasius, Desynodis, 52, supra p. 192; Primaformula 
Sirmii, can. 15, 17, 18; Hahn, §160, p. 198; ds 139 ss. 
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brought the Hebrews out of Egypt ‘with mighty hand and outstretched 
arm,’ 54 and nevertheless that Christ is Lord and is God the Son of God, dis¬ 
tinct from the Father not only in name but also numerically, 55 and that he, 
not the Father, was the one who appeared to Abraham, Jacob, and Moses. 56 

Athenagoras similarly affirmed that the Christians were not atheists but 
worshiped God, 57 acknowledged the Word of God as the Son, and held the 
Father and the Son and the Spirit to be one in power. 5 ® Theophilus of An¬ 
tioch likewise taught that not only was God without origin and unbegot¬ 
ten, 59 but also that the Word was God begotten of God. 60 

3 Testimony from the heresies themselves 

As this mysterious doctrine about the divinity that denied both oneness and 
multiplicity was a ready-made opportunity for heresies, so it also excluded 
mutually opposed opinions. The Ebionites among the Jews and the Adop- 
tionists among the Greeks held Jesus to be a mere man; the Gnostics and 
the Marcionites separated God the stern creator of the Old Testament from 
the kindly God of the New Testament; the Patripassians held that the Fa¬ 
ther the creator and the Son the redeemer were the same; the Sabellians 
made a distinction between three names and three activities or three states, 
as it were, of one and the same substance. The church ruled out all of these, 


54 Justin, Dialogus, 11; Georges Archambault,/ustm; Dialogue avec Tryphon, texte 
Grec, traduction frangaise, introduction, notes et index (Paris: Librairie Alphonse 
Picard et Fils, 1909), 1, 50 (Greek), 51 (French). 

55 Justin, Dialogus, 128; Archambault, Justin: Dialogue avec Tryphon, II, 254 
(Greek), 255 (French). 

56 Justin, Dialogus, 56; Archambault, Justin: Dialogue avec Tryphon, 1,252 (Greek), 
253 (French). Beginning with Justin, Christians usually interpreted the Old 
Testament theophanies as appearances of the Son, not of the Father. Hence 
Lebreton developed an argument from Justin, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite, n, 
430-71. Also Aeby, Les missions divines, expounds the teaching on the theopha¬ 
nies from St Justin to Origen, especially pp. 6-10, 44-49, 68-71,90-92, 103- 
106, 120-24, 146-50. To these are added later writings, as Epistula sex episco- 
porum, Hahn, §151, pp. 178-82; Athanasius, Desynodis, 52 [mg 26, 785-88] and 
see above p. 193; Prima formula Sirmii, can, 15,17,18; Hahn, §160, p. 198, ds 
139 - 40 . 

57 Athenagoras, Legatiopro Christianis, 10; ep 164 [mg 6, 908-909]. 

58 Ibid. 24; ep 165 [mg 6, 945] . See Joseph Hugh Crehan, acw 23, pp. 21-24, 
121. 

59 Theophilus, AdAutolycum, 1, 4; ep 171 [mg 6, 1029]. 

60 Ibid. 11, 22; ep 182 [mg 6, 1088]. 
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4 Ex liturgia baptismali et annexa fidei professione 

Plura exponi solent in tractatu de baptismo. Vis argumenti repetitur ex usu 
inter Christianos necessario et universali et ipsius vitae Christianae initio 
atque fundamento, ubi tamen includitur mysteriosa haec de Deo doctrina. 

Didache, 7; ep 4:'... postquam antea dixistis, baptizate in nomine Patris et Filii et Spir- 
itus sancti... effunde in caput ter aquam in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti... 
baptizandum autem iube ieiunare unum vel duos dies antea.' 

lustinus, ApoL, 1, 61; ep 126: ‘Quicumque persuasum habuerint et crediderint 
vera esse quae a nobis docentur et dicuntur, seque ita vivere posse promiserint, ii 
precari et ieiunantes priorum peccatorum veniam a Deo petere docentur, nobis 
una precantibus et ieiunantibus. Deinde eo ducuntur a nobis ubi aqua est, et eodem 
regenerationis modo regenerantur, quo et ipsi regenerau sumus. Nam in nomine 
Parentis universorum et Domini Dei, ac salvatoris nostri Iesu Christi, et Spiritus 
sancti lavacrum in aqua tunc suscipiunt... Hanc autem huius rei rationem ab apos- 
tolis accepimus.’ 

Iren., Demonstr. praed. apostoL, 3; J. Smith, acw 16: ‘Hoc autem pro nobis facit 
fides, sicut presbyteri, apostolorum discipuli, tradiderunt. Inprimis nos meminisse 
admonet nos baptismum accepisse in remissionem peccatorum in nomine Dei Pa¬ 
tris et in nomine Filii Dei, qui incarnatus est et mortuus et resuscitatus, et in sancto 
Spiritu Dei; huncque baptismum esse vitae aeternae sigillum et regeneradonem 
Deo, ne diuuus mortalium hominum filii simus sed Dei aeterni et sempiterni.’ Ibid 
7: ‘Baptismus ergo regenerationis per hos tres ardculos advenit, regeneradonem lar- 
giens ad Deum Patrem per Filium eius a sancto Spiritu. Qui enim Dei Spiritum por- 
tant, ad Verbum, hoc est, ad Filium adducuntur; sed Filius eos coram Patre. sistit; et 
Pater incorruptelam confert.’ 


Tert., Adv. Prax., 26: ‘Nec semel sed ter ad singula nomina in personas singulas 
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even though theologians only gradually arrived at a formulation that was 
exact in all respects. 

4 Testimony from the baptismal liturgy and the accompanying profession 
of faith 

This matter is more fully dealt with in the treatise on baptism. The force of 
the argument derives from that obligatory and universal custom among 
Christians, the beginning and foundation of the Christian life, in which this 
mysterious teaching about God is included. 

Didache, 7; ep 4: ‘... having first explained all this, baptize in the name of the 
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, ... pour the water three times 
on the head in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit 
... and bid the person to be baptized fast for one or two days before.’ 

Justin, Apology, 1, 61; EP 126 [mg 6, 420]: ‘AH who have been persuaded 
and have come to believe that what we teach and say is true and have as¬ 
sured us that they.are able to live accordingly, are instructed to pray and fast 
and ask God to forgive their sins, while we pray and fast along with them. 
Next we bring them to a place where there is water, where they are born 
again in the same way we ourselves were. For they then receive the cleans¬ 
ing of water in the name of the Father of all things, the Lord God, and of 
our Savior Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Spirit... We learned the reason for 
this from the apostles.’ 

Irenaeus, Proof of Apostolic Preaching, 3; Joseph P. Smith, acw 16, 49: 
this is what faith does for us, as the elders, the disciples of the apostles, have 
handed down to us. First of all, it admonishes us to remember that we have 
received baptism for remission of sins in the name of God the Father, and 
in the name of [Jesus Christ] the Son of God, who became incarnate and 
died and was raised, and in the Holy Spirit of God; and that this baptism is 
the seal of eternal life and is rebirth unto God, that we be no more children 
of mortal men, but of the eternal and everlasting God.’ Ibid. 7 [acw 16, 51] : 
‘Therefore the baptism of our rebirth comes through these three articles, 
granting us rebirth unto God the Father, through his Son, by the Holy Spir¬ 
it. For those who are bearers of the Spirit of God are led to the Word, that 
is, to the Son; but the Son takes them and presents them to the Father; and 
the Father confers incorruptibility.’ 

Tertullian, Against Praxeas, 26 [Evans 123,17-18; 15-16]: ‘We receive the 
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tingimur ... [Christi] novissime mandantis ut tingerent in Patrem etFilium et Spiri- 
tum sanctum, non in unum.’ Cf. De baptismo, 13; ep 307; De corona, 3; ep 367. 

Hippol., Traditio apostolica, 21; B. Botte, Sources chret., 11, p. 50 s.: [‘Sic ergo in 
aquam descendat, baptizans autem ei in caput raanum imponat dicens: “Credisne 
in Deum Patrem omnipotentem?” Baptizatus autem respondeat: “Credo." Et] 
manum habens in caput eius impositam baptizet eum semel. Et postea dicat: “Cre- 
dis in Christum Iesum filium Dei qui natus est de Spiritu sancto ex Maria virgine et 
crucifixus sub Pontio Pilatio et mortuus est et sepultus et resurrexit tertia die vivus a 
mortuis et ascendit in caelis et sedit ad dexteram patris, venturus iudicare vivos et 
mortuos?" Et cum ille dixerit, “Credo,” iterum baptizetur. Et iterum dicat: “Credis in 
spiritu sancto et sanctam ecclesiam et carnis resurrectionem?” Dicat ergo qui bapti- 
zatur: “Credo.” Et sic tertia vice baptizetur.’ 61 

Orig., In loan., vi, 33 (17); Preuschen, 142, 30: docuitritui baptismali vim 
supernam inesse ‘propter potentiam invocationum adorandae Trinitatis.’ 

Sed ut alia omittam, sicut antea Tertullianus contra Patripassianos ad dis- 
tinctionem Patris et Filii conclusit, ita synodus Ancyrana et semiariana ex 
Mt 28.19 arguit ad similitudinem Filii cum Patre. 62 

5 Ex aliis documentis vitae Christianae 63 

Quod argumenti genus perantiquum est, si quidem iam adversus Artemam 
prolatum: ‘Psalmi quoque et carmina fratrum iam pridem a fratribus con- 
scripta Christum Verbum Dei concelebrant divinitatem ei tribuendo. 64 Ac- 
cusatus autem est Paulus Samosatenus: ‘Quin etiam psalmos in honorem 
Domini lesu Christi cani solitos, quasi novellos et a recentioribus homini- 
bus compositos, abolevit.’ 65 Basilius denique ex hymno vespertino argu- 
mentans: ‘Quis autem fuerit auctor illorum verborum quae dicuntur in 


water not once but three times at the naming of each of the persons ... ac¬ 
cording to Christ’s final instruction that [the disciples] should baptize in 
the Father and in the Son and in the Holy Spirit, not in one.’ See De Baptis¬ 
mo 13, ep 307 [ml 1, 1323-24]; De Corona 3, ep 367 [ml 2, 79 ~ 8 o]. 

Hippolytus, The Apostolic Tradition, 21; B. Botte, sc, 11, pp. 50-51: ‘He 
then should descend into the water, and the baptizer place his hand on the 
head of the candidate, saying, ‘Do you believe in God, the Father almighty?’ 
He should reply, T do.’ Then keeping his hand on his head, let him baptize 
him once. And then let him say, ‘Do you believe in Christ Jesus the Son of 
God who was born of the virgin Mary by the Holy Spirit and crucified under 
Pontius Pilate, died and was buried, and rose alive from the dead on the 
third day and ascended into heaven and sits at the right hand of the Father, 
and will come to judge the living and the dead?’ And when he has said, ‘I 
do,’ let him be baptized again. And let him say again, ‘Do you believe in the 
Holy Spirit, the holy church and the resurrection of the body?’ Then let the 
one being baptized say, ‘I do.’ And so let him be baptized a third time .’ 61 

Origen, Commentary on John, vi, 33 (17); Preuschen (gcs 10) 142, 3 °» 
taught that celestial power resides in the baptismal rite ‘on account of the 
power of the invocations of the Trinity to be adored.’ 

However, not to mention other documents, just as Tertullian previously 
in writing against the Patripassians arrived at the distinction between the 
Father and the Son, so the semi-Arian Synod of Ancyra argued from Mat¬ 
thew 28.19 to the Son’s likeness to the Father. 62 

5 Testimony from other documents pertaining to Christian life 63 

This type of argument is very ancient, since it was already made against Ar- 
temas: ‘Hymns and songs of the brethren, composed by the brethren some 
time ago, all celebrate Christ the Word of God in attributing divinity to 
him.’ 64 Paul of Samosata, however, was accused of having ‘banned the 
hymns usually sung in honor of the Lord Jesus Christ as being novelties 
composed only recently.’ 65 Finally, Basil, arguing from an evening hymn: 
‘Who the author was of those words of thanksgiving that are sung at dusk, 

61 For similar interrogations, see ds 10, 23, 28, 36; nd 2; Hahn, §31, pp. 34-36. 

62 Epiphanius, Haereses, 73, 3; Holl, 111 (ccs 37) 271, pp. 7-18. 

63 Editions and studies, Altaner, Patrology 50-61 [ 43 ~ 5 l], 90—91 [73-74]- 

64 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica, v, 28 ; mg 20, 514 a. 

65 Ibid, vn, 30; mg 20, 714 B. 
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gratiarum actione aid lucernas, dicere non possumus. Populus autem anti- 
quam profert vocem, neque cuiquam umquam visi sunt impietatem com- 
mittere qui dicunt: Laudamus Patrem et Filium et Spiritum sanctum Dei.’ 66 

Clem. Rom., Ad Cor., I, 58: ‘Vivit enim Deus et vivit Dominus Iesus Christus et Spiri- 
tussanctus.’ 

Cant. Salomonis, 23: ‘... magna tabula integre scripta digito Dei; in ea erat nomen 
Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti, ut regnarent in saecula saeculorum. Alleluia.’ 

Mart. S. Polycarpi, 14; ep 80: ‘Quapropter de omnibus te laudo, tibi benedico, te 
glorifico, per sempiternum et caelestem pontificem Iesum Christum, dilectum 
tuum Filium, per quern tibi cum ipso et Spiritu sancto gloria et nunc et in futura 
saecula. Amen.’ 67 

lust., ApoL, 1, 67: ‘In omnibus quae offerimus benedicimus Creatorem omnium 
per Filium eius Iesum Christum et per Spiritum sanctum.’ Ibid. 65: ‘Deinde ei, qui 
fratribus praeest, panis affertur et poculum aquae et vini: quibus ille acceptis lau- 
dem et gloriam universorum Parenti per nomen Filii et Spiritus sancti emittit, et eu- 
charistian ... exsequitur.’ 

Hippol., Trad. Apost., 6; Botte, SC 11, p. 35: ‘In omni vero benedictione dicatur: 
Tibi gloria Patri et Filio cum sancto Spiritu in sancta ecclesia et nunc et semper et in 
omnia saecula saeculorum. Amen.’ 

Hippol., C. haer. Noeti, 18: ‘Hie Deus et homo propter nos factus, cui omnia sub- 
iecit Pater. Ipsi gloria et imperium cum Patre et sancto Spiritu in sancta ecclesia et 
nunc et semper et in saecula saeculorum. Amen.' 

Clem. Alex., Paedag., m, 12; ep 414: ‘Sis propitius tuis, institutor, pueris, pater, au- 
riga Israel, fili et Pater, unum ambo, Domine ... Praesta ... ut gradas agentes laude- 
mus unum Patrem et Filium, Filium et Patrem, paedagogum et magistrum Filium, 
una cum Spiritu sancto.' 

Clem. Alex., Quis dives salvetur, 42, 19 s.; Stahlin, hi, 191, 11 : •... Pater bonus in 
caelis. Cui per puerum 6 ® Iesum Christum, vivorum et mortuorum Dominum, et per 
Spiritum sanctum sit gloria, honor, potestas, aeterna maiestas, nunc et semper in 
generationes generationum et in saecula saeculorum. Amen.’ 
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we cannot say. But the people sing this ancient song, and it has never 
seemed to anyone that an impiety was being committed by those who . say, 
“We praise the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit of God.’” 66 

Clement of Rome, Letter to the Corinthians, 1, 58: ‘For God lives and the Lord 
Jesus Christ lives and also the Holy Spirit.’ 

Odes of Solomon, 23: ‘...a large tablet entirely written by the finger of God; 
on it was the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, as 
reigning for ever. Alleluia.’ 

Martyrdom of St Poly carp, 14; ep 80 [mg 5, 1040] : ‘Therefore I praise you for 
everything, I bless you, I glorify you, for evermore, and the celestial high 
priest Jesus Christ, your beloved Son, through whom to you with him and 
the Holy Spirit be glory now and in future ages. Amen .’ 67 

Justin, Apology, 1, 67 [mg 6, 429] : ‘In all our offerings we bless the Creator 
of all things through his Son and through the Holy Spirit.’ Ibid. 65 [mg 6, 
428]: ‘Next, the bread and the cup of water mixed with wine is brought to 
the one among the brethren who presides; after accepting them he gives 
glory and praise to the Father of all creation through the name of the Son 
and of the Holy Spirit, and pronounces the prayer of thanksgiving ...’ 

Hippolytus, The Apostolic Tradition, 6; Botte, sc 11, p. 35: ‘In every blessing 
let this be said: “Glory to you, Father and Son with the Holy Spirit in the 
holy church now and always for ever and ever. Amen.’” 

Hippolytus, Against the Heresy of Noetus, 18 [mg 10, 829-30] • 'He is God 
who became man for our sake, under whom the Father has placed all 
things. To him be glory and power with the Father and the Holy Spirit in 
the holy church now and always, for ever and ever. Amen.’ 

Clement of Alexandria, The Pedagogue, in, 12; ep 414 [mg 8,680-81] : ‘May 
you be propitious to us your children, teacher, father, guide of Israel, Son 
and Father, both one, O Lord ... Grant... that giving thanks, we may praise 
the one Father and Son, Son and Father, the Son, mentor and teacher, to¬ 
gether with the Holy Spirit.’ 

Clement of Alexandria, What Rich Man Shall Be Saved? 42,19-20; Stahlin, 
in (gcs 17) 191,9-13: good Father in heaven. To whom through his ser¬ 
vant, 68 Jesus Christ, Lord of the living and the dead, and through the Holy 

66 Basil, De Spiritu sancto, 29; mg 32, 205 a. See ep 108. 

67 For other testimonials of martyrs, see Rene Arnou, DeDeo Trino: Pars I. In fon- 
tibus revelationis (Rome: Gregorian University Press, 1933) 89-91. 

68 [Gk., 5 ict naiSoi;, Lat., puerum; see Acts 3.13, 26; 4.27,30.] 
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Orig., De oratione, 33,1 (57); Koetschau, 401,14: ‘Pro viribus in principio et exor- 
dio orationis, gloria est reddenda Deo per Christum conglorificatum in sancto Spir- 
itu collaudato.’ 69 

6 Ex regula fidei, symbolo, documentis authenticis 

Iren., Demonst. praed. apost., 6; Smith, '51: ‘Et hie est ordo nostrae fidei, aedificii fun- 
damentum.et in modo vivendi consolidatio. Deus, Pater, increatus, imprehensibilis, 
invisibilis, unus Deus, omnium factor: hie est primus et principalis fidei articulus. Al¬ 
ter autem est articulus Verbum Dei, Filius Dei, Christus lesus noster Dominus, a pro- 
phetis monstratus secundum rationem prophetiae et secundum modum quo Pater 
omnia disposuit; et per eum facta sunt omnia quaecumque. Is etiam in fine tem- 
porum ad omnium recapitulationem factus est homo inter homines, visibilis et tan- 
gibilis, ut mortem aboleret et ad lucem vitam produceret et Dei cum homine 
communionem effxceret. Tertius denique articulus est Spiritus sanctus, per quern 
prophetati sunt prophetae et patriarchae de Deo edocti sunt et iusti in via iustitiae 
conduct!, qui in fine temporum novo modo super homines per totum orbem ef- 
fusus hominem ad Deum renovat.’ 70 


Tert., Adv. Prax., 2; Evans, 90: ‘Nos vero ... unicum quidem Deum credimus, sub 
hac tamen dispensatione, quam oiicovopiav dicimus, ut unici Dei sit et Filius, sermo 
ipsius qui ex ipso processerit, per quern omnia facta sunt et sine quo factum est ni¬ 
hil: hunc missum a Patre in virginem et ex ea natum hominem et Deum, filium 
hominis et Filium Dei, et cognominatum Iesum Christum: hunc passum, hunc mor- 
tuum et sepultum secundum scripturas, et resuscitatum a Patre et in caelo resump- 
tum sedere ad dexteram Patris venturum iudicare vivos et mortuos; qui inde miserit, 
secundum promissionem suam, a Patre Spiritum Sanctum Paracletum, sanctifica- 
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Spirit, be glory, honor, power, eternal majesty, now and always for genera¬ 
tions unto generations and world without end. Amen.’ 

Origen, On Prayer, 33,-1 (57); Koetschau (gcs 3) 401, 14-16: ‘With all 
one’s strength at the beginning and commencement of prayer, glory is to 
be given to God through Christ equally glorified, in the Holy Spirit who is 
equally praised.’ 69 

6 Testimony from the rule of faith, the creed, and authentic documents 

Irenaeus, Proof of Apostolic Preaching, 6; Smith, 51: ‘And this is the drawing-up 
of our faith, the foundation of the building, and the consolidation of a way 
of life. God, Father, uncreated, beyond grasp, invisible, one God the maker 
of all; this is the first and foremost article of our faith. But the second article 
is the Word of God, the Son of God, Christ Jesus our Lord, who was shown 
forth by the prophets according to the design of their prophecy and accord¬ 
ing to the manner in which the Father disposed [all things]; and through 
him were made all things whatsoever. He also, in the end of times, for the 
recapitulation of all things, [became] a man among men, visible and tangi¬ 
ble, in order to abolish death and bring to light life, and bring about the 
communion of God and man. And the third article is the Holy Spirit, 
through whom the prophets prophesied and the patriarchs were taught 
about God and the just were led in the path of justice, and who in the end 
of times has been poured forth in a new manner upon humanity over all 
the earth renewing man to God.’ 70 

Tertullian, Against Praxeas, 2; Evans, go: ‘But we ... believe in only one 
God, yet under this dispensation, which we call oiKOVopia, we believe that of 
this one God there is a Son', his own word proceeding from him, through 
whom all things were made and without whom nothing was made; that he 
was sent by the Father into a virgin and from her was born as man and God, 
son of man and Son of God, named Jesus Christ; that he suffered, died, and 
was buried in accordance with the scriptures, and was raised by the Father 
and brought back to heaven and sits at the right hand of the Father, and 


69 For further references, see Jules Lebreton, ‘La forme primitive du Gloria in 
Excelsis priere au Christ ou priere a Dieu le Pere?’ Recherches de science religieuse 
13 (1923) 322-29; ‘La priere dans l’Eglise primitive,’ Recherches de science 
religieuse 14 (1924) 5 ~ 32 ; 97 - 133 - 

70 [Bracketed items in this paragraph indicate modifications of Smith’s transla¬ 
tion.] 
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torem fidei eorum qui credunt in Pattern et Filium et Spiritum sanctum. Hanc reg- 
ulam ab initio evangelii decucurrisse, etiam ante priores quosque haereticos nedum 
ante Praxean hesternum, probabit tam ipsa posteritas omnium haereticorum quam 
ipsa novellitas Praxeae hesterni.’ 71 


Origenes ea enumerat quae manifeste per praedicationem apostolicam 
traduntur, et in primis unum Deum, omnium creatorem, tam veteris quam 
novi testamenti, deinde Christum lesum qui ante omnem creaturam ex 
Patre natus est, tertio Spiritum sanctum honore et dignitate Patri et Filio so- 
ciatum. 72 

Quos tres articulos, quam regulam, quae manifeste ab apostolis tradita, 
ad omnium usum disposuit Symbolum apostolicum 73 

Narratio Hippolyti, Zephyrino et Callisto rr. pp. manifeste hostilis, ni- 
hilominus manifestateos docuisse lesum Christum vere Deum, Patrem non 
esse mortuum, Hippolytum esse ditheum, Sabellium haereticum. db 42a, 
ds 105. 

Dionysius Romanus clare exclusit turn doctrinam Sabellianam turn tres 
esse deos turn Filium esse creaturam. db 48-51, ds 112-15. 

Gregorio Thaumaturgo symbolum praeclarum attribuitur, ep 61 1 , Altan- 
er 187. 

Tertia pars argumenti patristici: Ita ab ante-Nicaenis concorditer Filius agnoscitur 
Dens ut, salvo mysterio, pedetentim ea exdudantur quae logice cum hacfide compo- 
ni non possint. 

1 Ignatius ep. Antiochenus lesum Christum agnovit et hominem et Deum, 
quem tamen a Patre distinctum supponit. 

Eph., 7 , 2 ; ep 39: ‘Medicus unus est, et carnalis et spiritualis, genitus et ingenitus, in 
came existens Deus, in morte vita vera, et ex Maria et ex Deo, primum passibilis et 
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will come again to judge the living and the dead; that he then, fulfilling his 
promise, sent the Holy Spirit the Paraclete from the Father as sanctifier of 
the faith of those who believe in the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, 
Both the posterity of all the' heretics as well as this latest novelty of Praxeas 
will prove that this rule came down from the beginning of the gospel, even 
before all those earlier heretics emerged, not to mention this recent upstart 
Praxeas.’ 71 

Origen enumerates what was manifestly handed down through the apos- 
. tolic preaching: first, the one God and creator of all things, God of both the 
Old Testament and the New, secondly, Christjesus, born of the Father be¬ 
fore all creation, and thirdly, the Holy Spirit, one with the Father and the 
Son in honor and dignity. 78 

The Apostles Creed made available to everyone these three articles and 
this rule that clearly was handed down from the apostles. 73 

Hippolytus’s narrative, though openly hostile to Popes Zephyrinus and 
Callistus, nevertheless clearly shows that they had taught that Jesus Christ 
was true God, that it was not the Father who died, that Hippolytus was a 
ditheist, and that Sabellius was heretical, db 42a, ds 105. 

Pope Dionysius clearly rejected Sabellianism, tritheism, and the doctrine 
that the Son is a creature. db 48-51, ds 112-15, nd 301-303. 

There is an excellent creed attributed to Gregory Thaumaturgus, ep 611 
[Hahn, §185, pp. 253-55]. AJtaner, Patrology 238-39 [187-88]. 

The patristic argument, part 3: Such is the consensus among the ante-Nicene Fathers 
in acknowledging the Son to be God that, while safeguarding the mystery, all opin¬ 
ions that are logically incompatible with this faith are gradually excluded. 

1 Ignatius, bishop of Antioch, acknowledged Jesus Christ as God and man, 
yet held him to be distinct from the Father. 

Letter to the Ephesians, 7, 2, ep 39 (mg 5, 649. 652]: ’There is but one physi¬ 
cian, both fleshly and spiritual, bom yet not born, God incarnate, in death 


71 Term Ilian made use of the rule of faith also in Depraescriplimehaereticmum, 13 
and m De virgimbus velandis, l; these texts are compared in three columns side 
by side in Evans, pp, igo-gi. 

72 Origen, Deprincipiis, Preface, 4; Koetschau (gcs 22) 9-11; ep 445. 

73 Abundant material in Altaner, Patrology 47-50 [41-43] ■ See also ds 1-76: nd 1- 
6, 9“ii> 14-17- 
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tunc impassibilis, Iesus Chrisms Domimis noster.' Eph., inscript: in voluntate Pa- 
tris et Iesu Christi Dei nostri.' Trail, 1 , l: ne avellamini a Deo lesu Christo.’ Rom., 
inscript.: secundum caritatem Iesu Christi Dei nostri... plurimum in Iesu Christo 

Deo nostro gaudere.' Smym., 1, X: ’Glorifico Iesum Christum Deum ...' Polyc., 8,3: ... 
opto vos semper valere in Iesu Christo Deo nostro.' Eph., 18, 2; ep 421 Deus emm 
noster Iesus Christus in utero gestatus est...' Eph., 19 , Deo humanitus manifes- 
tato ' Polyc., 3, 2 i EP 66: ‘Eum, qui ultra tempus est, exspecta, intemporalem, tnvis- 
ibilem propter nos visibilem, impalpabilem, impatibilem, propter nos patibilem, 
qui omni modo propter nos sustinuit.’ Eph., 1, It ’... ad vitam revocati per sangumem 
Dei Rom., 6 ,3: ‘Concedite mihi imitatorem esse passionis Dei mei. 


Magn., 6 , 1 : ep 44: ministerilum Iesu Christi, qui ante saecula apud Patrem erat 
et in fine apparuit.’ Magn., 7, 2: ‘Ab uno prodiit, et apud unum fuit, ad eumque 
reversus est.’ Magn., 8, 2 ; ep 45 = ‘Deus unicus est, qui seipsum manifestavit per Iesum 
Christum Filium suum, qui est Verbum eius a silentio progressum, qui m omnibus 
ei, qui eum miserat, complacuit.’ Rom., inscript.; ep 52: *... in magmtudme Patns al- 
dssimi et Iesu Christi solius Filii ipsius ... in nomine Iesu Christi F1I11 Patris ... Rom., 
3, 3: ‘Deus enim noster Iesus Christus in Patre existens magis adparet.’ 74 


2 Iustinus clarissime docuit solum Deum esse adorandum, 75 et tamen ad- 


74 Cf. J. Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite, 11, 283-331; G. Prestige, God. m 
Patristic Thought 76-80. Circa theologiam ludaeo-Christianam et praecipue 
moralem in PasmoreHermae elaboratam, ibid.,346-87; difficultas exapparenU 
adoptionismo, p. 374 - Quemadmodum saec. iv mentalitas Syriaca Christi 
divinitatem conceperit, exposuitI. Ortiz de Urbina, Die Gottheit Chnsti bei Afro- 
hat, Romae 1933. 

75 Apoi, 1,16,6; ubi citatur Mt 22.37 s. Apol, 1,17, 3 ; ubi adoratio imperatori neg- 
atur propter Mt 22,17 ss. 
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true life, both from Mary and from God, first capable and then incapable of 
suffering, Jesus Christ our Lord.’ Ibid., Salutation [mg 5, 644]: by the will 
of the Father and of Jesus Christ our Lord.’ Letter to the Trallians, 7,1 [mg 5, 
680]: *... not separated from God, Jesus Christ...’ Letter to the Romans, Salu¬ 
tation [mg 5 , 685]:'... according to the love of Jesus Christ our God ... abun¬ 
dant greetings in Jesus Christ our God.’ Letter to the Smymeans, 1, 1 [mg 5, 
708]: ‘I glorify Jesus Christ, the God who ...’ Letter to Polycarp, 8, 3 [mg 5, 
728]: ‘I bid you farewell always in Jesus Christ our God.’ Letter to the Ephe¬ 
sians, 18,2, ep 42 [mg 5,660]: ‘... for our God Jesus Christ was carried in the 
womb Ibid. 19, 3 [mg 5,660]: *... God made manifest in human form ...’ 
Letter to Polycarp, 3 , 2 , ep 66 [mg 5, 721]: ‘Await him who is beyond time, 
timeless, invisible but for our sake visible, untouchable, unable to suffer but 
for our sake able to suffer, who has endured all manner of things for our 
sake.’ Letter to the Ephesians, 1 [mg 5, 643]: called back to life through 
the blood of God...’ Letter to the Romans, 6,3 [mg 5, 692-93]: ‘Allow me to be 
an imitator of the suffering of my God.’ 

Letter to the Magnesians, 6, l, ep 44 [mg 5, 668]: ‘... service of Jesus Christ, 
who was with the Father before the ages and has at last appeared.’ Ibid. 7,2 
[mg 5, 668]: ‘He came forth from one Father, was with the one, and has re¬ 
turned to him.’ Ibid. 8, 2, ep 45 [mg 5, 669]: ‘There is one God, who has 
manifested himself through Jesus Christ his Son, who is his Word come 
forth from silence, who in all things was most pleasing to the one who sent 
him.’ Letter to the Romans, Salutation, ep 52 [mg 5, 685]: ‘... in the greatness 
of the Father on high and of Jesus Christ his only Son ... in the name of 
Jesus Christ, Son of the Father...’ Ibid. 3, 3 [mg 5, 689]: ‘For our God Jesus 
Christ being in the Father is more visible.’ 74 

2Justin very clearly taught that God alone is to be adored, 75 yet added that 


74 See Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite, n, 283-331; Prestige, God in Patris¬ 
tic Thought 76-80. Concerning the Judeo-Christian theology, especially moral 
theology, expounded in The Shepherd of Hermas, Lebreton, Histoire du dogme 
de la Trinite, u, 346-87; on the difficulty from apparent adoptionism, ibid. 374. 
On how the fourth-century Syriac mentality conceived Christ’s divinity, see 
Ignatius Ortiz de Urbina, Die Gottheit Christi bei Afrahat (Rome: Pontificium 
Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1933). 

75 Justin, Apologia, 1,16, 6 [mg 6,353], where he quotes Matthew 22.37-38; ibid. 
1, 17 > 3 [mg 6, 353 ] > where adoration of the emperor is denied because of Mat¬ 
thew 22.17-22. 
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didit post Deum etiam Verbum esse adorandum; 76 imo hoc ex ipso vt 
probare multis argumentis contendit. 77 

At eo facilius Iustino persuasum est non Patrem sed Filium in vt ap- 
paruisse, quia Patrem habuit Deum transcendentem qui de loco in locum 
non migraret. 78 Facilius etiam genitum Dei Filium, per quern omnia facta 
sunt, turn cum Prov 8.22 turn cum analysi sermonis humani et prolati coni- 
unxit, 79 ut videretur docere Filium voluntarie a Patre tunc esse genitum 
quando Pater erat creaturus et ideo esse genitum ut in opere creationis 
Patri subserviat. 80 


At Tatianus principium Verbi dicit potentiam, et ‘Verbum ex Patris po- 
tentia prodiens,’ et ‘voluntate simplicitatis eius prosiliit Verbum ... opus pri- 
mogenitum Patris.’ 81 Apud Athenagoram non solum dicitur Filium esse 
Deum, unum esse Patrem et Filium, Patrem in Filio esse et Filium in Patre, 
sed etiam explicatur Filium Dei esse Verbum Patris in idea et operatione et 


79 Legebat (Dial, 61, 3 ; Arch., i, 287) ad Prov 8 . 22 : Dominus creavit me initium 
[apxn v ] viarum suarum in opera sua. Cf. Lebreton, 11, 457 s. 

80 Apol., 11, 6; ep 130: ‘... genitum esse quando in principio [Deus] per eum 
omnia creavit Dial, 61, 1; ep 137: habet enim has omnes appellationes 
ex eo quod Patris voluntati ministret et voluntate de Patre genitus sit.’ Cf. con- 
textum et Dial., 128,3.4; ep 128. Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/2, 565-83. Lebreton, 
n. 443 - 71 - 
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after God the Word also is to be adored; 76 indeed, he set out to prove this 
from many arguments taken from the Old Testament. 77 

Justin was more easily persuaded that it was not the Father but the Son 
who appeared in the Old Testament by the fact that he held that the Father 
is transcendent God who would not travel from one place to another. 78 He 
was also more easily persuaded that it was the begotten Son of God through 
whom all things were made, when he combined Proverbs 8.22 with an anal¬ 
ysis of human speech 79 so that he seems to have taught that the Son was be¬ 
gotten by the free will of the Father at the time when the Father was about 
to create and therefore was begotten in order to serve the Father in the 
work of creation. 80 

Tatian says that the principle of the Word was power, and -‘the Word com¬ 
ing forth from the power of the Father,’ and ‘by [the Father’s] simple will 
the Word leaped forth ... the first-begotten work of the Father.’ 81 Athenag- 
oras not only teaches that the Son is God, that the Father and the Son are 
one, and that the Father is in the Son and the Son in the Father, but he also 


76 Justin, Apologia, n, 13, 4 [mg 6, 465, 468]: ‘... after God we adore and love the 
Logos, sprung from the unbegotten and ineffable God, who was also made 
man for our sake.’ 

77 Justin, Dialogus cum Tryphone, 63,5; Archambault, Justin: Dialogueavec Tryphon, 
1,300: ‘That he is to be adored both as Christ and as God has been attested to 
by him who created the world ...’ This argument was taken from Psalm 

44 [453 11—12: ‘... since he is your Lord, and [the daughters of Tyre] will adore 
him ...’ But the Dialogus is full of arguments from the Old Testament; see Leb¬ 
reton, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite, u, 439 - 43 ; Aeby, Les missions divines 6-15. 
The theme is stated, Dialogus, 56, 11, and concluded, 128, l; Archambault, Jus¬ 
tin: Dialogue avec Tryphon, 1, 253; II, 255 ; mg 6 , 600 C, 773 bc. 

78 Justin, Dialogus, 60, 2, 5; 127,1— 4 ; Archambault,Justm: Dialogue avec Tryphon, I, 
278, 280, 282; 11, 250-54. Aeby, Les missions divines 8. However, see John 1.18, 
6.46; 1 Timothy 6.16. 

79 Justin’s reading ( Dialogus , 61, 3; Archambault, Justin:Dialogue-avec Tryphon, I, 
287) of Proverbs 8.22 was: ‘The Lord created me as the beginning [apxfjv] of 
his ways for his works.’ See Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite, n, 457—58. 

80 Justin, Apologia, li, 6; ep 130 [mg 6, 453]: ‘... he was begotten when in the 
beginning [God] created all things through him ...’ Dialogus, 61,1; ep 137 
[Archambault, Jusim: Dialogue avec Tryphon, 1, 284]: ‘... for he has all these 
names from the fact that he did the will of the Father and was begotten by the 
will of the Father.’ See the context and Dialogus, 128,3-4 [Archambault, Jus¬ 
tin: Dialogue avec Tryphon, n, 256-60]; ep 128 [mg 6,428-29]. Orbe, Primera 
teologia, 1/ 2, 565-83- Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite, 11, 443-71. 

81 Tatian, Adversus Graecos, 5; ep 153 [mg 6,817, 8x6]. See Orbe, Primera teologia, 
1/2, 584-603; Aeby, Les missions divine 15-16; Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la 
Trinite, II, 485-91. 
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ideo, uti videtur, Verbum esse Filium quia prodierit ut omnium materiali- 
um rerum esset idea et actus. 82 Apud Theophilum Antiochenum qui utique 
docuit Verbum et Deum et Dei Filium, etiam adest distinctio inter verbum 
ihsitum et prolatum, neque deest opinio Verbum prolatum vel genitum 
esse ut Pater eo utatur administro operum suorum. 83 


Quod his in auctoribus orta occasione dicitur, ad thema quoddam prin- 
cipale in opere Tertulliani adversus Praxmnprogreditur. Distinguuntur ra¬ 
tio ab aeterno apud Deum et sermo in ordine ad creationem emissus; qui 
quidem sermo est Verbum perfecte natum seu Filius 84 Quibus accedit Ter- 
tullianum docuisse Patrem iubere et Filium exsequi 85 et, sicut Deus ante 
factas creaturas non Dominus fuerit, ita etiam Deum ante genitum Filium 
non fuisse Patrem. 86 Neque dissimiliter Hippolytus docuit Deum genuisse 
Verbum ducem consiliarium operarium eorum quae facta sunt; 87 imo, Ver¬ 
bum sine carne et per se non perfectum fuisse Filium etsi Verbum perfec- 
tum fuisset. 88 Sed et ipse Novatianus docuit, quando Pater voluerit, Filium 
processisse.® 9 

Quibus tamen in auctoribus, eo ipso quod controversias ineunt et ple- 
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explains that the Son of God is the Word of the Father in idea and in action, 
and therefore, apparently, that the Word is the Son because he came forth 
as the idea and act of all material things 82 In Theophilus of Antioch, who 
taught that the Word was both God and the Son of God, there is even a dis¬ 
tinction between an inner and a spoken word, and there is also the opinion 
that the Word was spoken or begotten so that the Father might use him as 
the administrator of his works. 83 

What these authors say as occasions arose develops into a main theme in 
Tertullian’s Against Praxeas. The mind of God from eternity is distin¬ 
guished from the word uttered with a view to creation; and this word is in¬ 
deed the perfecdy born Word, that is, the Son. 84 There is also Tertullian’s 
opinion that the Father gives orders and the Son carries them out, 83 and 
that just as God before creation was not Lord, so also God before begetting 
the Son was not Father. 86 In a somewhat similar way, Hippolytus held that 
God begot the Word as leader, adviser, and craftsman concerning the 
things of creation; 87 in fact, he held that the Word without the flesh and by 
himself was not fully Son even though he would have been perfectly the 
Word. 88 But Novatian himself held that when the Father decreed, the Son 
proceeded. 89 

Yet in these writers, by the very fact that they engage in controversy and 


82 Athenagoras, Legatiopro Christianis, 10: ep 164 [mg 6, 908-909]; Orbe, Primera 
teobgia, 1/1, 147-52; Aeby, Les missions divines 15-16; Lebreton, Histoiredu 
dogme de la Trinite, 11, 492-505. 

83 Theophilus, Ad Autolycum, n, 22; ep 182 [mg 6, 1088]. See Orbe, Primera 
teobgia, 1/1, 144-46; Aeby, Les missions divines 16-20; Lebreton, Histoiredu 
dogme de la Trinite, n, 50&-13. On the whole complex of notions among the 
Apologists, see Danielou, Gospel Message 323-64 [297-334] . 

84 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 6-8 [Evans 94-97]; De praescriptione kaereticorum 

21 [ml 2, 32 - 33 ]; Orbe, Primera teobgia, 1/1, 157-63, 351-60, and 1/2, 519-23; 
Aeby, Les missions divines 74-80. • • 

85 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 12; Evans 102, 15-22. 

86 Tertullian, Adversus Hermogenem, 111, 5 [ml 2, 199-200]; Orb c, Primera teobgia, 
i/l, 153 - 56 . 

87 Hippolytus, Contra haeresinNoeti, 10, 11, 14; ep 391-92 [mg 10, 817, 820, 821]: 
See Rejutatio omnium haeresium [=Phibsophumena], x; ep 398 [Wendland (gcs 
26) 289, 3 - 291, 29]. Orbe, Primera teobgia, 1/2, 611-15; Aeby, Les missions 
divines 86-90. 

88 Hippolytus, Contra haeresin Noeti, 15; EP393 [mg io, 821, 824, 825]. 

89 Novatian, De Trinitate, 31; ep 608 [ml 3, 949, 950]. Orbe, Primera teobgia, 1/2, 
532 - 39 ; Aeby, Les missions divines 106-11. 


The Robert Moilot Collection 


Collected Works of Bernard. Lonergan 




322 Pars Altera: Theses Quinque - Thesis 1 

nius rem tractant, 90 iam operari incipit quam superius diximus dialectica. 
In cuius intelligentiam duas distingue conceptiones substantiae et duas 
consectariorum series. Nam primo modo substantia divina concipi potest id 
quod veris de Deo propositionibus innotescit, ut Deus sit qui talia et talia 
habeat attributa, unde statim sequatur ideo Patrem et Filium esse Deum 
quia eadem de Filio quae de Patre dicuntur. Sed etiam alio modo substantia 
divina concipi potest ut imaginata quaedam materia spirituals, imo divina, 
quae Patri sub-stat et deinde Filio etiam sub-stat; 91 qua supposita concep¬ 
tion, Filium esse Deum cum Tertulliano cogitas quia Filius sit substantia 
quaedam ex paterna et divina substantia procedens ab eaque non separata; 
vel cum Hippolyto notas solum Filium ex entibus esse; 92 vel cum Novatiano 
dicis divinitatem non solum a Patre ad Filium tradi et porrigi sed etiam a 
Filio ad Patrem reverti et retorqueri. 93 


Iam vero si Filius ideo est Deus quia ex substantia Patris suam habet 
substantiam a paterna non separatam, minime a Filio tollitur divinitas si 
tempore posteriori oritur et ex libera Patris voluntate et in ordine ad cre- 
ationem rerum atque gubernationem. Sin autem Filius iudicatur utrum 
Deus sit, non secundum hanc notionem acriticam, sed secundum quod ea¬ 
dem de eo quae de Patre dicuntur, tunc utique divinitatem Filii omnino 
negaret qui Patrem aeternum et Filium temporalem, Patrem necessitate ab- 
soluta esse et Filium libera ortum voluntate, Patrem propter se et Filium in 
ordine ad creaturas existere. 


90 Tertullianus turn alios turn Praxean impugnavit; Hippolytus et Noetum 
refutavit et omnes praeterea haereses ad errores Graecoruin reducere cona- 
tus est; Novatianus fere tractatum de SS. Trinitate composuit, ex regula veri- 
tatis concludens: cc. 1-8, Deum Patrem omnipotentern; cc. 9-28, Filium Dei 
Christum Iesum Deum Dominum nostrum; c. 29, Spiritum sanctum; c. 30, 
non duos esse deos; c. 31, brevem quandam explicationem. Vide ml 3, 884- 
952 ; vel W.L. Fausset, Novatiani de Trinitate, Cambridge 1909. 
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treat the matter more thoroughly 90 there are already the beginnings of 
what we have referred to above as dialectic. To understand this, distinguish 
two ways of conceiving substance and two series of consequences. In the first 
way, the divine substance can be conceived as that which is known by true 
propositions about God, that God exists and that he has such and such at¬ 
tributes, whence it immediately follows that the Father and the Son are 
both God because the same things are said of the Son as of the Father. But 
there is another way in which the divine substance can be conceived, namely, 
as some imagined spiritual stuff, indeed divine, which ‘stands under’ the Fa¬ 
ther and then also ‘stands under’ the Son. 91 If you suppose this conception 
to be correct, you are thinking with Tertullian that the Son is God because 
the Son is a substance going out from the divine substance of the Father 
and not separated from it; or with Hippolytus you note that only the Son is 
from existing beings; 92 or with Novatian you are saying that divinity is not 
only handed over and extended by the Father to the Son but also reversed 
and turned back by the Son to the Father. 93 

Now, if the Son is God because he has his substance from that of the Fa¬ 
ther though not separated from the paternal substance, divinity is by no 
means denied to the Son if he emerges at a later time by the free decree of 
the Father and with a view to the creation and governance of the world. But 
if a judgment is being made about the divinity of the Son, not according to 
this naive notion but by predicating of the Son whatever is predicated of the 
Father, then whoever says that the Father is eternal and the Son temporal, 
that the Father exists by absolute necessity and the Son was born by a free 
decree, and that the Father exists for his own sake and the Son exists with a 
relation to creatures, would be utterly denying the divinity of the Son. 

90 Tertullian attacked others besides Praxeas. He refuted Hippolytus and Noe- 
tus and moreover tried to reduce all heresies to errors of the Greeks. Novatian 
wrote a treatise on the Trinity, basing his conclusions on the rule of truth: 
chapters 1-8, God the Father almighty, chapters 9-28, the Son of God Christ 
Jesus our Lord; chapter 29, the Holy Spirit; chapter 30, there are not two gods; 
chapter 31, a brief explanation. See ml 3, 885-952; or Novatiani Romance urbis 
presbyten De Trinitate libro (Novatian’s treatise on the Trinity), ed. William 
Yorke Fausset (see above, p. 111, note 127). 

91 See above, pp. 94-95. 

92 Hippolytus, Refutatio omnium haeresium, x, 33; ep 398: ‘He alone was generated 
from existing beings; for the Father himself was a being, from whom that 
which was generated exists’ [Wendland (gcs 26) 289, 5-6]. And in a later pas¬ 
sage, ‘The world was made from nothing; therefore it is not God' [Wendland 
(gcs 26) 290, 8-9]. 

93 Novatian, De Trinitate, 31 [ml 3, 949 - 52 ]; Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/2, 534-35. 
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At ipsa quam diximus dialectica in eo consistit quod (1) his in auctoribus 
implicite uterque adest modus divinam substantiam concipiendi, et (2) 
cum regula fidei in veris propositionibus ponatur, citius tardius rationalis et 
vera conceptio aliam imaginibus nimis inhaerentem expellat necesse est. 

Cuius dialectieae operationem in ipso Tertulliano detegis. Dixerat enim: 
‘Ecce enim dico alium esse Patrem et alium Filium et alium Spiritum ... non 
tamen diversitate alium Filium a Patre sed distributione, nec divisione ali¬ 
um sed distinctione .. 94 Et paulo post: ‘Ipsum quod Pater et Filius dicuntur, 
nonne aliud ab alio est?’ 95 Sed cum ad loca scripturarum explicanda per- 
venerit, iam in difficultatibus invenitur: ‘Igitur unus Deus Pater et alius ab¬ 
sque eo non est. Quod ipse inferens non Filium negat sed alium Deum. 
Caeterum alius a Patre Filius non est.’ 96 


Sed et ulterius adiungo exemplum. Dixerat enim: ‘duos quidem defini- 
mus, Patrem.et Filium, et iam tres cum Spiritu sancto ... Duos tamen deos et 
duos dominos numquam ex ore nostro proferimus: non quasi non et Pater 
Deus et Filius Deus et Spiritus sanctus Deus et Deus unusquisque ...’ 97 Ad- 
didit deinde: ‘Itaque deos omnino non dicam nec dominos, sed apostolum 
sequar ut si pariter nominandi fiierint Pater et Filius Deum Patrem ap- 
pellem et Iesum Christum Dominum nominem. Solum autem Christum 
potero Deum dicere, sicut idem apostolus: ‘Ex quibus Christus, qui est, in¬ 
quit, Deus super omnia, benedictus in aevum omne.’ 98 Denique, quasi ipsa 
veri pressione victus, concessit: ‘... qua Dei non duo dicantur nec Domini 
sed qua Pater et Filius duo 

Minima sane particula est ilia qua, at utilissima. Adhibetur de Verbo in- 
carnato ut distinguantur ‘qua carnem et hominem et Filium hominis, non 
qua spiritum et sermonem et Dei Filium.’ 100 Adhibetur etiam sub alia for- 


96 Ibid., 18; 111, 1 ss. Sensum habes rectum si ‘Deum’ supples: ‘Caeterum alius 
[Deus] a Patre Filius non est.’ Obiectio erat ex Is 45.5. 


99 Ibid. 19; 112, 26 s. Ubi tamen in ilia distincdone per particulam qua sistere 
non potuit, sed quasi imaginibus egeret, ad monotheismum suum dictum 
organicum rediit. 


But what we have called dialectic consists in this, that (l) in these writers 
both ways of conceiving the divine substance are present implicitly, and (2) 
when the rule of faith is stated in true propositions, sooner or later the ra¬ 
tional and true concept is bound to drive out the other one that relies too 
much upon images. 

You can detect this dialectic at work in Tertullian. For he said, ‘Here, 
then, I say that the Father is one thing, the Son another, and the Spirit still 
another ... yet the Son is not different from the Father by diversity but by 
distribution, nor is he different by division but by distinction And 
shortly after this, he writes, 'What are the Father and the Son said to be, if 
not that one is from the other?’* But whenever he comes to explain scrip¬ 
tural texts, he gets into trouble: ‘Therefore there is one God, the Father, 
and apart from him there is no other. In saying this, [Praxeas] denies not 
the Son but another God. In any case, the Son is not another God besides 
the Father.’ 96 

But here is another example. He had said, ’We speak of two, Father and 
Son, and now three with the Holy Spirit... Nevertheless we never speak of 
two gods or two lords; but it is not as if the Father is not God and the Son is 
not God and the Holy Spirit is not God and that each one is not God .„’ 97 
Then he added, ‘Therefore I will by no means say that they are gods or 
lords, but I will follow the apostle, so that if the Father and the Son are both 
to be given a name, I will call the Father God and will name Jesus Christ 
Lord. However, I shall only be able to call Christ God just as the same apos- 

tle f° es: fr0m Whom c ° meS Christ ’ who is over al1 ’ God blessed for ev¬ 

er.’’’ Finally, as if yielding to the force of truth, he concedes: they must 
not be said to be two as Gods or as Lords, but are two as Father and Son 

As is certainly a tiny but most useful word. It is used of the incarnate 
Word to make the distinction, ‘as flesh and human and Son of man, not as 
spirit and Word and Son of God.’ 10 ° It is also used under another form: 


95 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 9 ;‘Evans 98, 8-9. 

96 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 18; Evans 111, 1-3. In the Latin the word Deus 
needs to be added for the sake of clarity: ‘Caeterum alius [Deus] a Patre Filius 
non est. The objection is based on Isaiah 45.5. 

97 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 13; Evans 103, 23-24, 26-29. 

98 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 13; Evans 104, 13-18.' See Romans 9 5 

99 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 19; Evans 112, 26-27. Here, however he was 
unable to stay with his distinction by means of the word qua, ‘as ’ but as if 
needing images, he went back to his so-called organic monotheism. ’ 

100 I ertulhan, Adversus Praxean, 29 ; Evans 127, 9-10. 
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ma; ‘Tam autem incompassibilis est Pater quam impassibilis etiam Filius ex 
ea condicione qua Deus est.’ 101 Adhibetur in difficiliori 102 quaestione: ‘Dici- 
mus enim et Filium suo nomine eatenus invisibilem, qua sermo et spiritus 
Dei, ex substantiae condicione etiam nunc ... ,103 Quibus fere praevidetiir ip- 
sum decretum Nicaenum, quod quidem non aliud vult quam duos qua Pa¬ 
ter et Filius et unum qua Deus et Dominus et spiritualis et impassibilis et 
invisibilis et caetera omnia quae ad ipsam divinam essentiam pertineant. 

Quod tamen praevideri poterat, nondum secure possidebatur. Hippoly- 
tus quidem affirmavit: ‘Et quantum quidem ad virtutem perunet, unus est 
Deus, quantum vero ad oeconomiam sive dispositionem, trina est osten- 
sio.’ 104 Sed adeo non ex unitate potentiae ad unitatem essentiae processit 
utpaulo post duos deos negans ad imagines recurrent luminis ex lumine, 
radii ex sole, aquae ex fonte. 105 Et eadem iterum orta difficultate, ita duos 
negavit deos ut dixerit; ‘Oeconomia consensionis redigitur in unum Deum: 
unus est enim Deus qui mandat. Pater; qui obedit, Filius; qui docet scien- 
tiam, Spiritus sanctus.’ 106 

Novatiani non pauca sunt merita. Solide ex scripturis probavit et Patrem 
Deum et Filium Deum et unum Deum. Acute dixit inter Patripassianos et 
Adopdonistas quasi iterum inter duos latrones crucifigi Dominum cum, sal- 
va unicitate Dei, videretur aut cum his negandam esse Filii divinitatem aut 
cum illis distinctam eiusdem identitatem.’ 107 Sed ulterius clare Novadanus 
perspexit quidquid Filius sit, hoc non ex se sed ex Patre eum esse. Regulam 
Athanasii aliquatenus anticipavit; nam ad ipsum Patris nomen pertinet 
etiam ingenitum esse et innatum esse; et negavit Novadanus duos esse inna- 


102 Ideo difficilior erat haec quaesdo quia in ipso vt opposita dicuntur, nempe, 
Deum visibilem cum facie ad faciem a Iacob visus sit (Gen 32.30) et Deum 
invisibilem cum fieri non possit ut homo faciem Dei videat et tamen vivat 
(Exod 33.20). Cuius problematis facilior et, uti videbatur, opportunior erat 
solutio ut Pater diceretur invisibilis et Filius visibilis; unde nota de theophaniis 
opinio quae Filium Deum ex vt demonstrare contendit. Cf. supra p. 304; 
Evans, 269 ss.; Orbe, 665 ss.; Houssiau, 230 ss., 79 ss. 
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‘The Son in his condition as God is as incapable of suffering as the Father 
is.’ 101 It is used in a more difficult question: 102 ‘For we say that the Son by 
his name is invisible in this way, as the word and spirit of God, from the con¬ 
dition of his substance even now ... ,103 In these passages one can almost 
foresee the decree of Nicea, which after all simply says that there are two as 
Father and Son and one as God and Lord and spiritual and impassible and 
invisible and everything else that pertains to the divine essence. 

Still, what could be foreseen was not yet securely held. Hippolytus assert¬ 
ed, ‘Regarding power, God is one, but as to the present dispensation there 
is a triple manifestation.’ 104 Buthe so failed to proceed from unity in power 
to unity in essence that a little later, in denying that there were two gods, he 
reverted to images - light from light, rays from the sun, and water from a 
spring. 105 And when the same difficulty came up again, he denied that 
there were two gods by saying, ‘The oeconomia consensionis goes back to one 
God: for there is one God, the Father, who commands, the Son, who obeys, 
and the Holy Spirit, who imparts knowledge. ’ 106 

Novatian deserves no little credit for his work. He produced solid proof 
from scripture that the Father was God and the Son was God and that there 
was one God. He acutely distinguished between the Patripassians and the 
Adoptionists, comparing them to two thieves between whom the Lord was 
being crucified all over again, since, while maintaining the oneness of God, 
one would either with the latter have to deny the divinity of the Son or with 
the former deny his distinct identity. 107 But Novatian also clearly grasped 
that whatever the Son was, he was not from himself but from the Father, To 


101 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 29; Evans 127, 30-31. 

102 This question was more difficult because in the Old Testament contradictory 
statements are made, namely, that God was visible since he was seen by Jacob 
face to face (Genesis 32.30) and God was invisible since it was impossible for a 
human to see the face of.God and live (Exodus 33.20). An easier and, as it 
seemed, a more opportune solution to this problem was to say that the Father 
was invisible and the Son visible; hence the well-known opinion about 
theophanies that tries to prove the Son to be God from the Old Testament. 
See above, p. 305; Evans 269-86; Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/2,665-73; Albert 
Houssiau, La christologie desaint Irenee (Louvain: Publications Universitaires de 
Louvain, and Gembloux: EditionsJ. Duculot, S.A., 1955) 230-35, 79-104. 

103 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 14; Evans 105, 25-27. 

104 Hippolytus, Contra haeresin Noeti, 8; mg 10, 816 B. 

105 Hippolytus, Contra haeresin Noeti, 11; mg 10,817 c. 

106 Hippolytus, Contra haeresin Noeti, 14; mg 10, 821 ab. 

107 Novatian, De Trinitate, 30; ml 3, 947 a. 
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tos aut duos esse ingenitos. 108 At eandem regulam haud penetravit, cum 
etiam negaverit duos esse incomprehensibiles vel duos esse invisibiles, quasi 
alia esset Patris et alia Filii divinitas.’ 109 


3 S. Irenaeus, 110 ep. Lugdun., a praecedentibus differt auctoribus, non 
quod minus realismo acritico involutus sit, sed quia omnem explicationem 
circa generationem Verbi simpliciter exclusiL 111 Quod maximi momenti 
fuit, non tantum quia sic divinum mysterium revocatur ut limites dialec- 
ticae imponantur, sed etiam quia ideo emissionem gnosticam reiecit 
Irenaeus quod cum divina simplicitate et immutabilitate componi non 
potest. 

... quasi aliquid magnum adinvenientes in eo quod dicunt, a Nu esse emis- 

sum Logon: quod quidem omnes videlicet sciunt, quoniam in hominibus 


■in ‘Si quis itaque nobis dixerit: Quomodo ergo Filius prolatus a Patre est? dici- 
mus ei, quia prolationem istam sive generationem sive nuncupadonem 
sive adaperdonem aut quolibet quis nomine vocaverit generationem feius 
inenarrabilem existentem, nemo novit; non Valentinus, neque Saturninus, 
neque Basilides, neque angeli, neque archangeli, neque principatus, neque 
potestates, nisi solus qui generavit Pater, et qui natus est Filius. Inenarrabilis 
itaque generatio eius cum sit (Is 53.8), quicunque nituntur generationes et 
prolationes enarrare, non sunt compotes sui, ea quae inenarrabilia sunt 
enarrare promittentes. Quoniam enim ex cogitatione et sensu verbum 
emittitur, hoc utique omnes sciunt homines. Non ergo magnum quid 
invenerunt, qui emissiones excogitaverunt, neque absconditum mysterium, 
si id quod ab omnibus intelligitur, transtulerunt in unigenitum Dei Verbum: 
et quern inenarrabilem et innominabilem vocant, hunc, quasi ipsi obstetri- 
caverint, primae generationis eius prolationem et generationem enuntiant, 
assimilantes eum hominum verbo emissionis. Hoc autem idem et de sub¬ 
stantia materiae dicentes, non peccabimus, quoniam Deus earn protulit. 
Didicimus enim ex scripturis principatum tenere super omnia Deum. Unde 
autem vel quemadmodum emisit eum, neque scriptura aliqua exposuit 
neque nos phantasmari oportet, ex opinionibus propriis infinita conicientes 
de Deo; sed agnitionem hanc concedendam esse Deo.’ Adv. haer., 11,28,6; 
Harvey, I, 355 s. 
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some extent he anticipated the Athansian rule; for it belongs to the very 
name of Father also to be uribegotten and unborn, and Novatian denied 
that there are two who are unborn or two who are unbegotten. 108 But his 
understanding of this rule was rather shallow, since he also denied that 
there are two who are incomprehensible or two who are invisible, as if the 
Father and the Son each had his own divinity. 109 

3 St Irenaeus, 110 Bishop of Lyon, is different from the preceding authors, 
not in that he was less involved in naive realism, but because he simply ruled 
out any explanation concerning the generation of the Son. 111 This was very 
important, not only because this makes the divine mystery so recondite that 
it limits dialectic, but also because Irenaeus rejected the gnostic notion of 
emission on the grounds that it was incompatible with divine simplicity and 
immutability: 

... as if they had discovered something great in saying that the Logos 
was emitted from Nous. It is true, as everyone knows, that this may be 

108 Novatian, De Trinitate, 31; ml 3, 950 c - 951 a. 

109 Novatian, De Trinitate , 31; ml 3, 950 B. 

110 Lebreton, HistoiredudogmedelaTrinite, n, 540-50,551-60,576-601; Houssiau, 
La christologie de saint Irenee, Aeby, Les missions divines 44-58; Orbe, Primera 
teologia, 1/2,633-73; */*» 1 14-43; Jean Mambrino, 4 “Les Deux Mains de Dieu” 
dans l’oeuvre de saint Irenee,’ Nouvelle reoue theobgique 79 (1957) 355 - 70 . 

in ‘If therefore one were to ask us, “How, then, did the Son issue from the 
Father?” we would say to him that no one knows .the nature of that emanation 
or generation or nomination or apparition or whatever term one gives to his 
real ineffable generation - not Valentinus nor Saturninus nor Basilides, nor 
the angels nor archangels nor principalities nor powers, but only the Father 
who begot and the Son who was born. Since “his generation is beyond all 
telling” (Isaiah 53.8), those who try to tell about such generations or emana¬ 
tions are not in their right mind, pretending to express the inexpressible. For 
everyone knows that a word is uttered from thought and sense. Those there¬ 
fore who have thought up the notion of emissions have discovered nothing 
great nor some hidden mystery if they have just transferred to the only-begot¬ 
ten Word of God what is understood by everyone. And while they call him 
ineffable and unnameable, they describe the emanation and generation of 
his primal birth, as if they themselves were midwives there, comparing him to 
an uttered human word. We would not be wrong to say this about a material 
substance, since God has produced it. For we have learned from scripture 
that God has supremacy over all things. But from what or how God emitted 
him, no scripture has explained, and it is not for us to imagine it, making 
conjectures based on our own opinions about the infinite things of God; 
rather, the understanding of these things is to be left to God.’ Irenaeus, 
Adversus haereses, n, 28, 6-7; Harvey, 1, 355-56. 
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quidem consequenter dicatur; in eo autem qui sit super omnes Deus, totus 
Nus et totus Logos cum sit, quemadmodum praediximus, et nec aliud an- 
tiquius, nec posterius, aut aliud alterius habehte in se, sed toto aequaii et si- 
milk et uno perseverante, iam non talis huius ordinationis sequetur emissio 
... Et in quo distabit Dei Verbum, imo magis ipse Deus cum sit Verbum, a 
verbo hominum, si eandem habuerit ordinadonem etemissionem genera- 
tionis? 118 

Qui ergo dicit men tern Dei, et prolationem propriam meriti donat, composi- 
• turn eum pronuntiat, tamquam aliud quiddam sit Deus, aliud autem princi¬ 
palis Mens existens. Similiter autem rursus et de Logo, tertiam prolationem 
ei a Patre donans: unde et ignorat magnitudinem eius; porro et Ionge Logon 
a Deo separavit. Et propheta quidem ait de eo: Generationem eius quis enar- 
rabit?' 13 


Clarissime proinde distinxit Irenaeus inter Deum proprie et deos late 
dictos; docuit autem tam in scripturis quam ab apostolis alium neminem 
proprie Deum dici praeter Deum Patrem et Filium eius; probavit vero Fili- 
um vere Deum dici ex Ps 109.1; Gen 19.24; Ps 44.7; 81.1; 49-i, 3- Quibiis 
praemissis conclusit: 

Nemo igitur alius quemadmodum praedixi, Deus nominatur aut Dominus 
appellatur, nisi qui est omnium Deus et Dominus, qui et Moysi dixit: ‘Ego 
sum qui sum. Et sic dices filiis Israel: Qui est, misit me ad vos’ (Exod 3.14): et 
huius Filius lesus Ghristus Dominus noster, qui filios Dei facit credentes in 
nomen suum.’ 114 


1.14 Iren., Adv. haer., in, 6, 2; Harvey, II, 22. Cf. in, 15, 2; Harvey, II, 8r: *... 

neminem alium Deum vocaverunt vel Dominum nominaverunt, qui veritatis 
fuerunt praedicatores et apostoli libertatis, nisi solum verum Deum Patrem et 
Verbum eius ...’ Pariter probavit Iesum non merum hominem fuisse sed 
Deum et Dominum, ill, 20,4; Harvey, n, 108 s.; cf. Ill, 21, 4; Harvey, 11,116. 
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rightly affirmed in the case of human beings. But in the case of God, 
who is above all, since he is all Nous and all Logos, as I have said be¬ 
fore, and there is nothing in him before or after or variable, but he 
continues in absolute equality and similarity and oneness, then from 
such an order as this no emission will result... And in what respect 
will the Word of God, especially since the Word is God himself, be 
different from a human word, if he has had the same order and gen¬ 
erative process? 112 

Hence one who speaks of the mind of God and attributes to that 
mind its own proper emission, is saying that God is a composite be¬ 
ing, as if God were one thing and the primal Mind another. Similarly 
again, regarding the Logos, in ascribing to him the third emission 
from the Father, one shows that he is ignorant of the greatness of the 
Logos. Furthermore, he has also greatly separated the Logos from 
God. And yet the prophet says of him, ‘Who shall relate his genera¬ 
tion?’ (Isaiah 53.8). 113 

Further, Irenaeus made a clear distinction between God in the proper 
sense and gods in the broad sense. He taught that both in scripture and in 
the teaching of the apostles no one is properly called God except God the 
Father and his Son; but he proved that the Son is truly said to be God from 
Psalm iio[iog].i, Genesis 19-24, Psalm 45[44]-7, Psalm 82[8 i].i, and Psalm 
5o[49]-i and 3. From this he concluded: 

No one else, therefore, as I said before, is named God or called Lord 
except the one who is God and Lord of all, and who said to Moses, ‘I 
am who am. Say to the Israelites, “I AM sent me to you’” (Exodus 
3.14); and his Son is Jesus Christ our Lord, who makes those who be¬ 
lieve in his name to be children of God. 114 


112 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 11, 13,8; Harvey, 1, 285; Houssiau, La christologie de 
saint Irenie 164-66; Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/2, 637-39. 

113 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 11, 28, 5; Harvey, r, 355. 

114 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, in, 6, 2; Harvey, 11, 22. See Irenaeus, Adversus haere¬ 
ses, hi, 15, 2; Harvey, n, 81:'... those who were preachers of truth and apostles 
of freedom called no one else God or named Lord except only the true God 
the Father and his Word ...’ He similarly proved thatjesus was not a mere man 
but God and Lord, in, 20, 4; Harvey, II, 108-109. See Irenaeus, Adversus haere¬ 
ses, hi, 21, 4; Harvey, 11, 116. 
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Quid vero per nomen divinum proprie dictum intelligendum sit, pariter 
determinavit. Postquam enim probavit omnia esse facta a Deo per Verbum 
eius, addidit: 

Altera autem sunt quae constituta sunt ab eo qUi constituit, et quae facta 
sunt ab eo qui fecit. Ipse enim infectus et sine initio et sine fine et nullius 
indigens, ipse sibi sufficiens et adhuc reliquis omnibus ut sint hoc ipsum 
praestans: quae vero ab eo sunt facta, initium sumpserunt. Quaecumque au¬ 
tem initium sumpserunt, et dissolutionem possum percipere, et subiecta 
sunt et indigent eius qui se fecit, necesse est omnimodo uti differens vocabu- 
lum habeant apud eos etiam qui vel modicum sensum in discernendo talia 
habent: ita ut is quidem qui omnia fecerit cum Verbo suo iuste dicatur Deus 
et Dominus solus; quae autem facta sunt, non iam eiusdem vocabuli partici- 
pabilia esse, neque iuste id vocabulum sumere debere, quod est creatoris. 115 


Iam ergo apud Irenaeum theologia catholica solide incepta invenitur. 
Super omnia enim attendit ad ea quae in verbo Dei vero continentur. Spec¬ 
ulation! bus limites imponit turn per illud verum revelatum turn propter 
mysterium divinum. 116 Tam Patris quam Filii divinitatem ex scripturis pro- 
bat, et ipsam divinitatem secundum conceptum biblicum in eo principio 
ponit quod Moysi dixit, ‘ego sum qui sum,’ quodque omnibus praestat ut 
sint. 117 Etsi rationem aeternitatis parum penetrarit, 118 saltern Filium non 


u6 Cf. supra p. 328. Sed et addatur: ‘Ut puta, si quis interrogat: Antequam mun- 
dum faceret Deus, quid agebat? dicimus quoniam ista responsio subiacet Deo. 
Quoniam autem mundus hie factus estapotelesticos a Deo, temporale initium 
accipierls, scripturae nos docent: quid autem ante hoc Deus sit operatus, nulla 
scriptura manifestat. Subiacet ergo haec responsio Deo, et non ita stultas et 
sine disciplina adinvenire prolationes et per hoc quod putas te invenisse 
materiae prolationem, ipsum Deum, qui fecit omnia, reprobare.’ Adv. haer., 
11, 28,3; Harvey, 1, 352; cf. Orbe, 129 s. 
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But he likewise determined what is to be understood by the divine name 
in the proper sense. For after proving that all things were made by God 
through his Word, he added: 

Things that have been created are different from the one who creat¬ 
ed them, and things that are made are different from the one who 
made them. For he was not made, is without beginning and without 
end, needs nothing, is self-sufficient and continually provides all 
other things with their very existence; but all things that have been 
made by him have had a beginning. But for all things that had a be¬ 
ginning and are liable to dissolution and are subject to and have 
need of the one who made them, it is absolutely necessary to have a 
different word, even for those who have a mediocre intelligence for 
discerning such things. Thus, only the one who made all things is, to¬ 
gether with his Word, rightly called God and Lord; those things that 
are made must not share the same word, and it is not right for them 
to appropriate a word that belongs to the creator.- 115 

We find, then, that with Irenaeiis catholic theology has been solidly be¬ 
gun. He attended above all to what is contained in the true word of God. He 
placed limits on speculation both through that revealed truth and for the 
sake of the divine mystery. 116 He proved from scripture the divinity of both 
the Father and the Son, and following the biblical concept he placed the di¬ 
vinity in that Principle who said to Moses, ‘I am who am,’ and who provides 
existence to all things. 117 Although he did not delve very deeply into the no¬ 
tion of eternity, 118 at least he did not say that the Son was begotten at a cer- 


115 Irenaeus, Adversns haereses, hi, 8,3; Harvey, n, 29-30. 

116 See above, p. 329. But he adds, ‘If, for instance, someone should ask, “What 
was God doing before he made the world?” we would say that the answer lies 
with God. For the scriptures tell us that the world was perfectly made by God, 
receiving its beginning in time; but what God did before that, no scripture 
reveals. Therefore this answer lies with God, and to come up with such foolish 
and groundless suppositions and therefore think that you have discovered the 
origin of matter would be a rejection of God, who made all things.’ Irenaeus, 
Adversus haereses , 11, 28,3; Harvey, 1,352-53; Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/1,129-30. 

n7 See Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, in, 6, 2; iv, 20, 1; Harvey, 11, 22 and 213. 

118 See Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 1, 10,3'. Harvey, 1, 95; Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/ 
1, 118-27. 
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dixit aliquando genitum sed ‘semper coexistens Paixi,’ 119 ‘existens semper 
apud Patrem,’ 120 ‘Dei aeternum Verbum,’ 121 et ‘adest ei semper Ver- 
bum.’ 122 Etsi generationem Filii divinam non esse explicandam duxerit, 
haud huius generationis motivum assignasset res creandas, qui Gnosticos 
reprobavit quia Pleroma non propter se emissum docuerunt sed propter fu- 
turam imaginem, quasi honoratior esset creatura. 123 

Manet tamen illud Irenaeo et caeteris antenicaenis commune quod 
eorum doctrina iis fere continetur quae priora sunt quoad nos* utpotius ‘vi- 
sionem mundi’ quae dicitur elaborent quam theologiam quae ex iis orditur 
quae quoad se sunt priora. Qui quidem cogitandi et concipiendi modus, 
etsi maxime scripturis adhaereat et directe ad vitam practicam dirigendam, 
religiosam fovendam, spiritualem perficiendam adaptetur atque applice- 
tur, non ideo tamen ab omni liberatur inconvenientia. Ubi enim ipsae div- 
inae personae intra hunc mundum exercent functiones, ubi Pater Filium 
mittit ad nos e potestate tenebrarum eripiendos, ubi Pater Filiusque sanc¬ 
tum mittunt Spiritum in corda nostra, ubi secundum hos et alios ad extra 
effectus productos concipiuntur, considerantur, laudantur divinae perso¬ 
nae, haud parvum est periculum ne functiones intra mundum exercitae 
credantur ipsas divinarum personarum proprietates non solum revelare 
sed etiam quodammodo constituere; quinimo, cum alia sit functio ab alia 
divina persona exercita, verendum est ne alia fmgatur alterius personae 
natura. 124 


123 Ibid. 11,15,3; 1,304; cf. iv, 14, i; 11,148. Difficultatem aliorum ex Prov 8.22 evi- 
tavit Irenaeus qui hunc locum de Spiritu sancto interpretatus est; Adv. haer., 
iv, 20,3; 11,214. At versionem Gen 1.1 adhibuit quam prudentior Tertullianus 
firmam non ratus est; cf. supra p. 64. 

124 Notate duplex esse hoc periculum. Nam uno modo invenitur in ipsis scrip- 
toribus antenicaenis, alio autem modo in historicis et exegetis qui mentem 
antenicaenorum investigant. Primo modo habetur inquantum antenicaeni 
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tain time, but said that he was ‘always coexistent with the Father,’ 119 'always 
existing with the Father,’ 120 ‘the eternal word of God,’ 121 and ‘the Word is 
ever present to him.’ 122 Although he believed that the divine generation of 
the Son was not to be explained, he would hardly have taught that the Son 
was begotten with a view to creation, for he condemned the Gnostics for 
having taught that the Pleroma was emitted not for its own sake but for the 
sake of a future image, so that its creation would be more honorable than 
the Pleroma itself. 123 

Still, it remains that what is common to Irenaeus and the other ante- 
Nicene Fathers is that their teaching for the most part is contained in what 
are prior in relation to us, so that they worked out what is called a ‘world 
view’ rather than a theology that begins from what are prior in themselves. 
This way of thinking and conceiving, although it most closely follows scrip¬ 
ture and is directly adapted to and applicable to guiding the practical con¬ 
duct of daily life, fostering religious life, and developing one’s spiritual life, 
is not thereby without some inconvenience. For when the divine persons 
themselves perform certain functions in this world, when the Father sends 
the Son to rescue us from the power of darkness, when the Father and the 
Son send the Holy Spirit into our hearts, when the divine persons are con¬ 
ceived, studied, and praised according to these and the other effects they 
produce, there is considerable danger that these functions exercised in the 
world may be seen not only as revealing the properties of the divine persons 
but also as somehow constituting the persons. Indeed, since different di¬ 
vine persons perform different functions, there is reason to fear that one 
might imagine them to have different natures. 124 


119 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 11,30, 9; Harvey, 1, 368; see Adversus haereses, n, 25, 
3; Harvey, 1, 344. 

120 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, in, 18, i; Harvey, n, 95. 

121 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 11,13,8; Harvey, 1, 285. 

122 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, iv, 20,1; Harvey, 11,213. See also Irenaeus, Adversus 
haereses, iv, 20, 3; Harvey, n, 214. 

123 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, n, 15,3; Harvey, I, 304. See also Irenaeus, Adversus 
haereses, iv, 14, 1; Harvey, II, 184. Irenaeus avoided the difficulty others had 
with Proverbs 8.22 by interpreting this text as referring to the Holy Spirit: 
Adversus haereses, iv, 20,3; Harvey, 11,214. On the other hand, he made use of 
the translation of Genesis 1.1 which Tertullian more prudently deemed to be 
doubtful; see above, p. 65. 

124 Note that this danger is twofold. It is found in one form in the ante-Nicene 
authors and in another form in the historians and exegetes who investigate 
the thought of the ante-Nicene Fathers. The former is to be found among the 
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Quod periculum Irenaeus quidem ideo maxime evitavit quia de divina 
Filii generatione enarranda silendum decrevit. 125 At ipsum hoc silen- 
tium, I2t> etsi tunc temporis debitam reverentiam erga divina mysteria revo- 
caverit et veriorem theologiae methodum inculcare aptum natum fuerit, 
regulam tamen catholicam et universaliter validam non continebat. Non 
enim Catholicorum sed Homoeorum erat homoousion tacere in scripturis 
omissum ut Filium Patri similem secundum scripturas confiterentur. 127 
Non Catholicorum sed Protestantium est ‘solam scripturam’ praedicare. 
Cuius rei ratio in eo consistit quod priora quoad se in prioribus quoad nos 
implicite continentur, et qui sola haec dicere volunt et ilia prorsus omit- 
tere, re vera non sola haec dicere solent sed haec cum illis confundere. 


Quam ob causam mirandum non est quod silentium Irenaei non observ- 
abant vel priores apologetae qui Iudaeos et Graecos de Creatore eiusque 
Filio edocuerunt, vel posteriores Tertullianus, Hippolytus, Novatianus qui 


incaute ex prioribus quoad nos ad priora quoad se transeunt. Altero modo 
habetur inquantum historici credunt antenicaenos de prioribus quoad se 
loqui cum re vera non dicant nisi priora quoad nos; qui quidem error eo faci- 
lius fit quo minus historicum decere putatur quidquam intelligere circa 
priora quoad se et priora quoad nos. 


125 Apud Irenaeum inveniuntur diversae functiones a diversis personis exercitae; 
cf. Demonstratio, 5; Orbe, p. 136; Adv. haer., iv, 20, 5; Harvey, n, 216; Orbe, 138 
s. Accedit etiam illud: ‘invisible enim Filii Pater, visibile autem Patris Filius,’ 
Adv. haer., iv, 6,6; Harvey, 11,160 s. Sed quamvis suam doctrinam de theopha- 
niis vt habeat (cf. Aeby, Les missions divines 44 ss.), negat tamen opinionem 
dicentium Patrem esse invisibilem et ideo aliam a prophetis visam esse per¬ 
sonam {Adv. haer., iv, 20,4; Harvey, II, 216), docet de Filio incarnato 'invisibi- 
lis visibilis factus et incomprehensibilis factus comprehensibilis et impassibilis 
passibilis et Verbum homo’ {Adv. haer., in, 16,6; Harvey, n, 87 s.; cf. ui, 9, t; 
31; hi, 20, 4; 108); imo, et illud approbavit: ‘Et bene qui dixit ipsum immen- 
sum Patrem in Filio mensuratum: mensura enim Patris est Filius quoniam et 
capit eum.’ Adv. haer., iv, 4, 2; Harvey, 11,153. 


Irenaeus mainly avoided this danger because he insisted that all talk re¬ 
lating to the divine generation of the Son should be silenced. 125 But this si¬ 
lence itself, 126 although at that time it preserved the reverence due to the 
divine mystery and was naturally fitted to promote a truer theological meth¬ 
od, nevertheless it did not contain a catholic and universally valid rule of 
faith. It was not the Catholics but the Homoians who silenced the use of ho¬ 
moousion as unscriptural, so that they affirmed that according to the scrip¬ 
tures the Son was similar to the Father. 127 It is not Catholics but Protestants 
who preach sola scriptura. The reason for this is that what are prior in them¬ 
selves are implicitly contained in what are prior in relation to us, and those 
who want to speak of the latter while utterly disregarding the former in ac¬ 
tual fact usually do not deal only with the latter but mix them up with the 
former. 

It is no wonder, then, that the silence of Irenaeus was not observed by 
the earlier Apologists who instructed Jews and Greeks about the Creator 
and his Son, nor later by Tertullian, Hippolytus, and Novatian, in arguing 


ante-Nicene authors who go carelessly from what are prior in relation to us to 
what are prior in themselves. The latter is found among historians who 
believe that the ante-Nicene authors are talking about what are prior in 
themselves when in fact they are only speaking about what are prior in rela- . 
tion to us. It is all the easier for historians to fall into this error the less they 
deem it behooves them to understand something about the prior in them¬ 
selves and the prior in relation to us. 

125 In the writings of Irenaeus are to be found different functions performed by 
different persons; see Demonstration [Smith, acw l6, 50-51]; Orbe, Primera 
teologia, 1/1,136; Adversus haereses, iv, 20, 5; Harvey, 11,216; Orbe, Primera 
teologia, 1/1,138-39. There is also the following: ‘... for the Father is the invis-. 
ible of the Son, but the Son is the visible of the Father’ {Adversus haereses, iv, 
6, 6; Harvey, 11,160-61). But although he has his own doctrine regarding the 
theophanies of the Old Testament (see Aeby, Les missions divines 44-49), still 
he denies the view of those who say the Father is invisible and therefore that 
another person was seen by the prophets {Adversus haereses, iv, 20,4; Harvey, 
11, 216); he teaches regarding the incarnate Son that ‘the invisible was made 
visible and the incomprehensible comprehensible and the impassible passi¬ 
ble and the Word man’ {Adversus haereses, in, 16,6; Harvey, n, 87-88; see also 
Adversus haereses, ill, 9, l; Harvey, 11, 31, and Adversus haereses, hi, 20, 4; Har¬ 
vey, 11,108). Moreover, he approved the following: ‘And he spoke well who 
said that the immeasurable Father is measured in the Son; for the measure of 
the Father is the Son, because he comprehends him’ {Adversus haereses, iv, 4, 

2; Harvey, 11,153)- 

126 Orbe, Primera teologia, i/l, 114-43, has tried to penetrate this silence. 

127 See above, pp. 165, 171. 
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contra haereticos Patripassianos et Sabellianos egerunt, vel ipsi Alexandri- 
ni qui nihil habuerunt antiquius quam profundiorem scripturarum intelli- 
gentiam. 

4 Clemens Alexandrinus 128 Verbi divinitatem clare agnovit atque expressit: 
‘divinum Verbum, verus sine controversia Deus, cum Domino totius univer- 
sitatis adaequatus, quoniam eius Filius erat.’ 129 Eiusdem aeternitatem non 
dubitavit affirmare: vetustius 130 generatione, tempore et principio ca- 

rens principium, eorum quae sunt primitias, Filium.’ 131 Neque generation- 
em enarrare: 

Est autem et ipse Deus caritas, et propter caritatem femina factus est. Inenar- 
rabile ipsius. Pater; quod vero nobis consonum, mater factum est. Pater dili- 
gendo quasi feminam induit; huiusque rei grande indicium est, quern is ex se 
genuit; fructus autem ex caritate natus, etiam caritas est. Propter hoc et ipse 
descendit; propter hoc hominem induit; propter hoc volens passus humana 
est, ut imbecillitati nostrae sese commetiens cum dilexisset, suae nobis virtut- 
is mensuram modumque vicissim rependeret. 132 


Ubi autem Clemens Filium concepit tamquam caritatem ex caritate na- 
tam, Origines qui summopere inculcavit divinitatem, aeternitatem, puram- 
que Filii spiritualitatem, tamquam voluntatem ex mente natam dixit ipsam 
bonitatis imaginem. 133 

lam vero Alexandrini, quatenus ultra realismum acriticum progressi 
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against the Patripassians and Sabellians, nor by the Alexandrians, who 
valued nothing more highly than a more profound understanding of scrip¬ 
ture. 

4 Clement of Alexandria 128 clearly acknowledged and expressed the divin¬ 
ity of the Word: the divine Word, true God beyond dispute, equal with 
the Lord of the whole universe, since he was his Son.’ 189 He did not hesitate 
to assert the Son’s eternity: most ancient 130 in generation, a timeless 

principle without beginning, the very first of all that is, the Son.’ 131 Nor 
does he hesitate to relate his generation: 

God is love, and through his love became feminine. As ineffable, he is 
Father, but as compassionate towards us he becomes a mother. The 
Father has become feminine through his love. The great sign of this 
is the one whom he begot from himself; and the fruit that is born of 
love is also love. Because of this he descended; because of this he be¬ 
came man; because of this he willingly endured human suffering, so 
that when he had loved us in accepting the full measure of our weak¬ 
ness, he might in return give to us a measure and portion of his 
strength. 138 

Where Clement conceived the Son as love born out of love, Origen, who 
laid great stress upon the divinity, the eternity, and the pure spirituality of 
the Son, declared him to be the very image of goodness, as an act of willing 
bom of the mind. 133 

But the Alexandrians, to the extent that they progressed beyond uncriti- 


128 Jules Lebreton, ‘La theologie de la Trinite chez Clement d’Alexandrie,’ 
Recherches de science religieuse 34 (1947) 55-76,142-79- Aeby, Les missions divines 
120-46. Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/1,324-32, and 1/2,604-10. 

129 Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus, 10, no, 1; ep 405; mg 8, 228 a. 

130 [Following the Greek, xpeopuTaTOv, superlative.] 

131 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, vii, 1; 2, 2; EP 431; mg 9,404 c. Stahlin, in 
(gcs 17) 4,5-6. 

132 Clement of Alexandria, Quis dives salvetur, 37, 2-3; Stahlin, in (gcs 17) 184,1- 
7; mg 9,641 c. Hippolytus quoted something similar from a Gnostic of the Val- 
entinian school, Refutatio omnium haeresium, vi, 29, 5-8 [Wendland (gcs 26) 

, 156,9 - 157,2]; mg 16/3, 3235 d, 3238 ab . For a French translation of this 
passage, see Lebreton, Histoiredu dogmedela Trinite, 11,107-108. On Clement, 
see Lebreton, ‘La theologie de la Trinite chez'Clement d’Alexandrie.’ 

133 See above, pp. 116-25. 
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sunt, eatenus etiam inflrmaverunt acriticam illam notionem, nempe, prop 
rie divinam esse substantiam e divina substantia ortam. Quatenus ad Pla- 
tonismum quendam confugerunt, eatenus ad realismum dogmaticum (qui 
non aeternas ideas earumque participationem cogitat, sed verum et id 
quod est) non pervenerunt. Quatenus denique aeternas ideas in Deo posu- 
erunt, eas ex dictis scripturisticis hauserunt; etcum scripturae praecipue at¬ 
tendant ad ea quae priora sunt quoad nos, quaeque ideo ad genus ‘visionis 
mundi’ pertinent, minus caute ad prius quoddam quoad se non verum sed 
Platonicum processerunt. 

5 Quas nebulas modo suo abstulit Arius. Agnovit Patrem Deum. Agnovit Fi- 
lium non Deum sed creaturam singularem. Negavit emissionem Valentini, 
partem consubstantialem Manichaei, Sabellii confusionem personarum, 
metaphoras ex lucerna vel lampade, Verbum prius insitum ut postea prof- 
eratur fiatque Filius, omnemque theoriam quae Deum conciperet quasi 
corpus esset. 134 

Contra quern hanc recitavit fidem Alexander ep. Alex: 

Et in unum Dominum Iesum Christum, Filium Dei unigenitum: non ex nihi- 
lo genitum sed ex eo qui Pater est; non corporum more per inrisiones aut 
defluxus divisionum, quemadmodum Sabellio videtur et Valentino, sed inex- 
plicabili et inenarrabili quodam modo iuxta prophetae verba quae supra 
retulimus: ‘Generationem eius quis enarrabit?’ Nemo novit Patrem nisi 
Filius et nemo novit quis sit Filius nisi Pater.’ Hunc conversionis et mutationis 
expertem perinde ac Patrem, nullius egentem,.et perfectum Filium, Patris- 
que similem esse didicimus, hoc solo inferiorem Patre quod ingenitus non 
est. Est enim imago Patris exactissima et in nullo discrepans ... 135 


Non ergo defendere voluit qui Arium condemnavit Alexander vel con- 
ceptionem Dei quasi corpus esset, vel Valentinum vel Sabellium, sed doc- 
trinam traditionalem atque divinum mysterium. Quod post dicturus erat 
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cal or naive realism, also weakened the uncritical notion that a properly di¬ 
vine substance is one that originates from a divine substance. But to the 
extent that they took refuge in a certain Platonism, they failed to arrive at 
dogmatic realism, which thinks not of eternal ideas and participation in 
them, but of the true and that which is. Finally, insofar as they located the 
eternal ideas in God, they derived them from the words of scripture; and 
since scripture is concerned mainly with what is prior in relation to us and 
therefore belongs to the category of a ‘world view,’ they rather carelessly 
proceeded to something prior in itself that was not true but Platonist. 

5 Arius, in his usual way, dismissed these nebulous notions. He acknowl¬ 
edged God the Father. He stated that the Son was not God but a special and 
unique creature. He rejected Valentinus’s emission, Manichaeus’s consub- 
stantial part, Sabellius’s confusion of persons, metaphors from a lamp or 
lantern, a Word that is first inside and later issues forth and becomes the 
Son, and any theory that would conceive God as if he were a body. 134 

Against him, Alexander, Bishop of Alexandria, composed the following 
confession of faith: 

... and in one Lord Jesus Christ, only-begotten Son of God: begotten 
not out of nothing but out of that which the Father is; nor in a bodily 
manner through cuttings or the falling off of pieces, as Sabellius and 
Valentinus think, but in an inexplicable and ineffable manner, ac¬ 
cording to the words of the prophet referred to above: ‘Who will re¬ 
late his generation?’ [Isaiah 53.8] ...‘No one knows the Father except 
the Son and no one knows who the Son is except the Father’ [Mat¬ 
thew 11.27]. We have been taught that he, like the Father, is without 
change and mutation, is in need of nothing, and is a perfect Son and 
similar to the Father, less than the Father in this respect only, that he 
is not unbegotten. For he is a most exact image of the Father and in 
no way different ... 135 

In condemning Arius, then, Alexander did not intend to defend the con¬ 
cept of God as a body, nor to defend Valentinus or Sabellius, but rather to 
defend the traditional teaching and the divine mystery. Athanasius’s later 

134 See above, pp. 138-47. 

135 Alexander of Alexandria, Epistula ad Alexandrum Episcopum Thessahnicensem, 
12, mg 18, 566 bc; Opitz, aw hi, 27, 4-15. 
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Athanasius, ‘excepto Patris nomine,’ iam apud Alexandrum legebatur, 
‘hoc solo inferiorem Patre quod ingenitus non est’ 136 Caeterum, teste ipso 
Ario, reprobaverat Alexander antiquam speculationem quae Dei verbum 
insitum et prolatum Filium prolatione generatum distinxit. 137 Quare, pri- 
mo hoc Arianae controversiae momento, praeter hanc de Verbo prolato 
opinionem, excludebantur ex utraque parte non solum haeretici Gnostici 
et Sabelliani sed etiam realismus acriticus qui Deum quasi corpus esset co- 
gitaret. 138 

Praeterea, solide concipiebatur ipsa quaestio, utrum Filius sit creatura 
necne. Quod enim in verbo Dei manifeste continetur, quod caeterum nec- 
essario adhibetur ad existentiam Dei demonstrandam, quod contra Gnosti- 
cas de Deo speculationes inter Catholicos ita receptum est ut in symbolum 
fidei apostolicum transiret, in distinctione inter creatorem et creaturam 
iacet. 

At minus clarum erat quemadmodum concipi oporteret vel creandi prin- 
cipium vel esse creatum. Ariani ad rationem ingeniti confugerunt, ut 
quidquid quocumque modo ex principio oriretur creatura diceretur; sed 
Filius est ex Patre, et solus Pater est ingenitus; secundum eos ergo Filius 
creatura est. Catholici e contra illud duxerunt creatum quod ex nihilo est 
factum; Filius proinde non ex nihilo sed ex Patre est; et ideo Filius non est 
creatura. Quod in synodo Nicaena definitum, theologice ab Athanasio clar- 
ificatum est. 139 

Quod nuperrime apud Alexandrum legimus, Filium esse imaginem Patris 
exactissimam et in nullo discrepantem, aliquando Patres in synodo Nicaena 
congregati in decreto inserendum esse voluerunt; cum tamen effugia Ari- 
anorum per hanc formiilam non praecludi perspexissent, Filium Patri con- 
substantialem scripserunt. 140 Quo consilio atque decreto non solum a 


138 At recurrit haec tendentia, uti videtur, in Formula prolixiori, ix (Hahn §159; 
vel Athan., Desyn., 26; Opitz, aw ii, 253 .34 ss.; mg 26, 733 b), quatenus divina 
unitas salvatur per non-separationem, concordiam, Filii subordinationem. 

140 Athan., Dedecr. nic. syn., 20; Opitz, aw ii, 16, 27 ss.; mg 25,449 C. E contra Euse- 
biani imaginem exactissimam malebant, quae quidem in operibus Eusebii 
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phrase, ‘except the name of Father,’ was already present in Alexander’s 
words, ‘less than the Father in this respect only, that he is not unbegot¬ 
ten.’ 136 Moreover, as Arius himself mentions, Alexander condemned the 
earlier speculation that distinguished between the Word within God and 
the Son spoken and generated by being spoken. 137 Hence, at this very be¬ 
ginning of the Arian controversy, in addition to this opinion about the 
Word as spoken, there were excluded on both sides not only the gnostic 
and Sabellian heresies, but also the uncritical realism that thought of God 
as being a body. 138 . 

Besides, the question itself as to whether the Son is a creature or not was 
solidly conceived. For what is clearly contained in the word of God, what is 
also necessarily used to prove the existence of God, and what was so widely 
accepted among the Catholics as contrary to gnostic speculations about 
God that it entered into the Apostles’ Creed, rests upon the distinction be¬ 
tween creator and creature. 

But it was less clear how either the creative principle or being created 
ought to be conceived. The Arians had recourse to the notion of unbegot¬ 
ten, so that whatever in any way originates from a principle was said to be a 
creature; but the Son is from the Father, and only the Father is unbegotten, 
and so according to them the Son is a creature. The Catholics, on the con¬ 
trary, took ‘created’ to mean what was made out of nothing; but the Son is 
not made out of nothing but is from the Father, and therefore the Son is 
not a creature. This was defined in the Council of Nicea and was clarified 
theologically by Athanasius. 139 

The Fathers assembled at Nicea decided at one point to insert in the de¬ 
cree Alexander’s opinion, just quoted above, that the Son is a most exact 
image of the Father with no discrepancy whatever; but when they realized 
that this formula could provide a loophole for the Arians, they wrote that 
the Son was consubstantial with the Father. 140 This decision and decree not 


136 This phrase occurs again a little later on, ibid, mg 18, 568 b; Opitz, aw iii, 28, 
6 . 

137 P- 141 above. 

138 Yet this tendency recurred, it seems, in the Long-lined Creed, ix (Hahn, §159, 
PP- 195-96; or Athanasius, De synodis, 26; Opitz, AW n, 253,34 - 254, 6; MG 26, 
733 b), insofar as it preserves the divine unity through nonseparation, con¬ 
cord, and the subordination of the Son. 

139 See above, pp. 134-37 

140 Athanasius, De decretis nicaenae synodi, 20; Opitz, aw ii, i6, 27 - 17, 29; mg 25. 
449 c - 452 d [Latin columns 450 c, 451, 453 - 54 ] • On the contrary, the Euse- 
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doctrina Platonica et Origeniana receditur sed etiam ad id quod vere affir- 
matur et est quam maxime attenditur. Similitudo enim ita distinctionem 
personarum dicit ut etiam distinctionem substantiarum innuat; consubstan- 
tialitas autem ita unitatem substantiae dicit ut distinctionem personarum 
non tollat. 141 

6 In multis et operibus et scriptis decretum Nicaenum defendit Athana¬ 
sius, 142 cuius mentem sequentibus fere complecti audemus. 

Primes, Filius non est creatura. Quod in Nicaeno damnatur, ‘Quia ex non 
existentibus factus est, aut ex alia subsistentia vel essentia,’ directe mentem 
Arianam exprimit, 143 neque ab iis defendi potest qui solam scripturam 
velint. Nam hoc de Filio in scripturis non legitur. Imo, contra scripturas dic- 
itur, si quidem Filius est ‘per quem omnia’ (l Cor 8.6), si ‘omnia per ipsum 
et in ipsum creata sunt’ (Col 1.16), si ipse est ‘per quem fecit et saecula’ 
(Heb 1.2), si ‘omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et sine ipso factum est nihil’ (lo 
i-3)- 


Qtiorum verborum sensus non obscurus erat vel prioribus Christianis, 
qui Christum adoraverunt et pro Christo mortui sunt, vel ipsis haereticis 


recurrit ( Deeccl. theoL, ii, 14; EP674), in secunda formula synod! An tiochenae 
in encaeniis (Hahn §154, p. 185, 4; Athan., Desyn., 23; aw ii, 249,18; mg 26, 
721 c), et quodammodo apud Acacium (supra p. 152). 


143 Cf. De syn., 40; mg 26, 764; ubi Athanasius dicit addita anathemata quasi ean- 
dem vim habere et idem significare ac ipsum symbolum; eos vero qui sensum 
symboli assequi se non posse dicant, saltern anathemata intelligere atque 
pronuntiare posse. Vide etiam Desyn, 36, mg 26, 758 a , ubi eos miratur qui 
‘ex Patris substantia’ et ‘consubstantialem Patri’ nolint, et tamen Ario non 
obsistant qui ‘tot sententiolarum quae in scripturis non habentur colluviem 
excogitavit.’ 
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only distances itself from the teaching of the Platonists and of Origen, but 
also pays the closest attention to what is truly affirmed and is. For a likeness 
speaks of the distinction of persons in such a way as to suggest that there is 
also a distinction of substances; consubstantiality, on the other hand, af¬ 
firms the unity of substance without denying the distinction of persons. 141 

6 In his many works and writings Athanasius defended the decree of 
Nicea. 142 We venture now in the following pages to present a fairly compre¬ 
hensive exposition of his thought. 

First, the Son is-not a creature. What Nicea condemned, ‘that he was 
made out of nothing or out of another substance or essence,’ is a direct ex¬ 
pression of the mind of the Arians, 143 and cannot be defended by those 
who accept only the terminology of scripture. For this statement about the 
Son is not found in the scriptures; in fact, it is contrary to scripture, since 
the Son is the one ‘through whom all things are’ (1 Corinthians 8.6) and 
‘through him and for him all things were made’ (Colossians 1.16), the one 
‘through whom [God] also created the worlds' (Hebrews 1.2), and 
‘through him all things were made, and without him nothing was made’ 
(John 1.3). 

The meaning of these words was not obscure either to the earlier Chris¬ 
tians, who adored Christ and died for Christ, or to the heretical Patripas- 


bians preferred ‘a most exact image,’ and this idea recurs in the works of 
Eusebius (De ecclesiastica theologia, 11,14; ep 674 [mg 24, 928-29]), in the sec¬ 
ond formula of the Synod of Antioch in the Encaenia (Hahn, § 154 , p- 185, 
lines 4-5; Athanasius, De synodis, 23; Opitz, aw 11, 249, 18; mg 26, 721 c [Latin 
column 722 c]), and, in a way, in Acacius (above, p. 153). 

141 See Hilary, De synodis, 67-77; ml 10, 525-30. For various opinions about the 
thought of Hilary, see Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire de S. Hilaire 235~5°- 

142 Th. Camelot has a brief and lucid account of his life and works, Lexikon fur 
Theologieund Kirchei, 976-81, s.v. ‘Athanasios der GroBe.’ See especially De syn¬ 
odis, beginning with chapter 32 [Opitz, aw ri, 260]; also De decretis nicaenae syn¬ 
odi [Opitz, aw 11,1-45]; these arguments are more fully developed in his 
Orationes Ires contra Arianos. 

143 See Athanasius, De synodis, 40; mg 26, 764 [Opitz, aw ii, 266], where Athana¬ 
sius says that the appended anathemas have the same force and the same 
meaning as the creed itself, and that those who say they cannot follow the 
meaning of the creed can at least understand and recite the anathemas. See 
also Athanatius, De synodis, 36; mg 26, 758 a [Opitz, aw ii, 263], where he won¬ 
ders at those who reject ‘from the substance of the Father’ and ‘consubstan- 
tial with the Father,’ and yet do not object to Arius, who ‘has excogitated such 
a welter of opinions that are not found in the scriptures.’ 
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Patripassianis et Sabellianis, sed solummodo Ebionitis et Adoptionistis qui 
Christi divinitatem negaverunt et ea celeritate extra ecclesiam sunt exclusi 
qua Dionysius Romanus ad Dionysium Alexandrinum scripsit et Filium esse 
creaturam negavit (db 49 s., ds 113 s.). 

Deinde, si Films non ex nihilo factus est et non ex alia (creata) substan¬ 
tia, remanet ut sit ex substantia Patris. Quid vero significet ‘substantia’ et 
quid ‘ex substantia Patris,’ explicavit Athanasius: 

Sin autem cum audimus: ‘Ego sum qui sum,’ et ‘In principio fecit Deus cae¬ 
lum et terram,’ et ‘Audi Israel Dominus Deus tuus Dominus unus est,’ et 
‘Haec dicit Dominus omnipotens,' non aliud nisi ipsam simplicem, beatam, 
incomprehensibilem eius qui est substantiam intelligimus; quamvis enim 
qiiidnam ille sit comprehendere nequeamus, attamen cum has voces audi¬ 
mus, Pater, Deus, Omnipotens, nihil aliud quam eius qui est substantiam in- 
dicari, concipimus. 144 

... cum ergo et ante vos scripturae dicant Dominum esse Patris Filium, et 
ante scripturas Pater dixerit, ‘Hie est Filius meus dilectus,’ Filius autem nihil 
aliud sit quam Patris fetus (y^wripa), qua quaeso ratione Patres non recte lo- 
cuti esse videbuntur, ubi dixerint Filium esse ex substantia Patris, rati scilicet 
idem esse sincera mente dicere, ‘ex Deo,’ ac dicere ‘ex substantia?’ Nam 
creaturae omnes, quamvis ex Deo extitisse dicantur, non tamen quemadmo- 
dum Filius ex Deo sunt; non enim res genitae sed factae natura sua sunL ‘In 
principio’ igitur ‘Deus’ non genuit sed ‘fecit caelum et terram et omnia quae 
in iis sunt,’ ut scriptum est. Nec vero dicitur ‘qui gignit’ sed ‘qui facit angelos 
suos spiritus et ministros suos flammam ignis.’ Quod si Apostolus dixit, ‘unus 
Deus ex quo omnia,’... statim infert ‘et unus Dominus lesus Christus per 
quem omnia,’ ut ex omnibus Filium exciperet; quae enim Dei esse dicuntur, 
omnia per Filium facta sunt: nec fieri potest creatas res eandem quam cre- 
atorem habere generationem; et ut doceret illud ‘ex Deo’ quod hie dicitur 
alia ratione de opificiis alia de Filio intelligi. Nam hie proles, ilia vero opifieja 
sunt. Ideoque Filius est propriae substantiae fetus, ilia autem voluntatis crea¬ 
turae. 145 
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sians and Sabellians, but only to the Ebionites and Adoptionists who denied 
the divinity of Christ and were dismissed from the church as soon as Pope 
Dionysius of Rome wrote to Dionysius of Alexandria and denied that the 
Son was a creature (db 49-50; ds 113-14; nd 302-303). 

Second, if the Son was made neither out of nothing nor out of another 
(created) substance, it remains that he is out of the substance of the Father. 
Athanasius explained the meaning of ‘substance’ and ‘out of the substance 
of the Father’: 

But if when we hear the words, ‘I am who am,’ and ‘In the beginning 
God made heaven and earth,’ and ‘Hear, Israel, the Lord your God is 
one Lord,’ and ‘Thus says the Lord almighty,’ we understand noth¬ 
ing else than that simple, blessed, and incomprehensible substance 
of the One who is; for although we cannot comprehend what he is, 
nevertheless when we hear the words, ‘Father,’ ‘God,’ ‘the Almighty,’ 
we understand that they are referring to nothing other than the sub¬ 
stance of the One who is. 144 

... since, therefore, both before your time the scriptures declared the 
Lord to be the Son of the Father, and before the scriptures were writ¬ 
ten the Father said, ‘This is my beloved Son,’ and the Son is nothing 
other than the offspring (y£wr|pa) of the Father, in what way, I ask ■ 
you, will the Fathers appear to have spoken incorrectly when they 
said that the Son was out of the substance of the Father, sincerely 
thinking, surely, that to say ‘out of God’ is the same as to say ‘out of 
his substance’? For all creatures, although they are said to have come 
to exist out of God, still they are not so in the same way as the Son is 
out of God, for they are not something begotten but are made each 
in its own nature. ‘In the beginning,’ therefore, ‘God’ did not beget 
but ‘made heaven and earth and all that are in them,’ as it is written. 
Nor is it said, ‘who begot’ but ‘who makes angels his spirits and his 
ministers a flame of fire.’ But if the Apostle Paul said, ‘one God from 
whom all things are,’ ... he immediately adds, 'and one Lord Jesus 
Christ through whom all things are,’ so that he excepted the Son 
from ‘all’; for all are said to be of God that have been made through 
the Son, and it cannot be that created things have the same genera- 

144 Athanasius, Desynodis, 35; mg 26, 754 c [Opitz, aw ii, 262]. 
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Quae brevissime sic poni posse videntur. Filius quidem ex nihilo non est, 
nam creatura non est; sed non ideo ex nullo est, cum sit Filius. Remanet 
ergo ut (l) et Filius et creaturae ex Deo sint, et (2) creaturae quidem ex 
Deo tamquam ex libere eligente et faciente, sed (3) Filius, cum creatura 
non sit et tamen ex Deo Patre sit, ex substantia Patris esse dicatur quasi nat- 
uraliter ex Patre ortus. 

Tertio, Filius creatura non est; sed qui creatura non est, Deus est et dii vel 
duo vel tres vel plures non sunt; remanet ut Filius sit idem Deus ac Pater, et 
ideo Patri consubstantialis. Sicut enim argumentatus est: ‘si Filius est, non 
est creatura; sin creatura est, non est Filius,’ 146 ita etiam dixit: 

Si Verbum est res facta et alienum a Patris substantia ita ut a Patre segregetur 
imo ea separatione quae diversitate naturae proficiscatur, Patri certe consub- 
stantiale nequaquam fuerit; sed potius eiusdem naturae cuius res factae, etsi 
illis gratia antecellat. Quod si confitemur eum non opificium, sed genuinam 
ex Patris substantia prolem, consequens sane fuerit eum inseparabilem a 
Patre, cum sit eiusdem naturae, utpote ab illo genitus. Talis autem cum sit, 
iure consubstantialis dicitur. 147 


Quarto, si Filium dicimus non vere Filium, non Deum, non consubstan- 
tialem, sed creaturam,pudore afficiamur ab ipso Deo dicente, “Gloriam 
meam alteri non dabo,” et deprehendamur alienum adorare, talesque ha- 
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tion as the creator; and thus he shows that the words ‘from God’ that 
are said here are to be understood in one sense concerning artifacts 
and in another sense concerning the Son. For he is an offspring, 
creatures are artifacts. Therefore the Son is the offspring of the Fa¬ 
ther’s own substance, while the artifacts are the creations of his 
will. 145 

We can put this quite briefly as follows. The Son is not out of nothing, for 
he is not a creature; but he is not thereby out of no one, since he is Son. It 
remains therefore that (1) both the Son and creatures are out of God, and 
(2) creatures are out of God as out of one freely choosing and making, 
whereas (3) the Son, since he is not a creature and yet is out of God the Fa¬ 
ther, is said to be out of the substance of the Father, born naturally, as it 
were, from the Father. 

Third, the Son is not a creature. But one who is not a creature is God, and 
there are not two or three or more gods; so it remains that the Son is the 
same God as the Father, and therefore consubstantial with the Father. For 
just as Athanasius argued that ‘if the Son exists, he is not a creature, but if 
he is a creature, he is not Son,’ 146 so also he wrote: 

If the Word is something created and different from the Father’s 
substance so that he is set apart from the Father, indeed, with that 
separateness that originates from diversity in nature, he certainly 
would in no way be consubstantial with the Father; indeed, he would 
be of the same nature as creatures, albeit far superior to them by 
grace. But if we admit that he is not an artifact but the veritable off¬ 
spring of the Father’s substance, it surely follows that he is insepara¬ 
ble from the Father, since he is of the same nature, as having been 
begotten by him. This being so, he is righdy said to be consubstan- 
tial. 147 

Fourth, if we say that he is not truly Son, nor God, nor consubstantial, but 
a creature, ‘... we should be put to shame by God who says, "I will not give 
my glory to another,” and find ourselves worshiping an alien being, like the 

145 Athanasius, De synodis, 35; mg 26, 754 n - 755 c [Opitz, aw ii, 262] . 

146 Athanasius, De synodis, 36; mg 26, 758 a [Opitz, aw ii, 263, 10-1 1]. 

147 Athanasius, De synodis, 48; mg 26, 778 c [Opitz, aw ii, 272]. See also the quota¬ 
tions above, pp. 192-95. 
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beamur quales olim fuere ludaei qui aiebant, “Quare tu, homo cum sis, 
facis te ipsum Deum?”’ 148 

Quinto, inter multos multa et diversa dicentes acutissime distinxit (1) 
eos qui aperte Filium dicunt esse creaturam et ideo anathematizandi 
sunt, 149 (2) eos qui aliud post aliud confecerunt symbola ut subdolam 
suam mentem erga Christum proderent, 150 et (3) eos qui negant Filium 
esse creaturam, asserunt eum vere ex Patre esse eique in omnibus similem, 
et de solo consubstantialitatis vocabulo dubitant. Cum quibus non quasi 
cum haereticis sed quasi cum fratribus de convenientia huius vocis dispu- 
tare volute 151 

lam vero si duo sunt dii secundum Valentinum vel Marcionem, vel si 
Filius habet alium divinitatis modum, dissimilis est Patri et non est consub- 
stantialis. 152 Si Filius cum Patre est unus unione voluntatis et consensus, 
non aliter Filius Patri unitur quam uniuntur sancti in terris et in caelo ange- 
li et archangeli et ideo de substantia, de ousia, necesse est loquamur. 153 Si 
Filius dicitur similis Patri, magis qualitas adveniens consideratur quam ipsa 
res, ut Filius ad Patrem se habere possit sicut stamnum argento, lupus cani, 
aurichalcum auro. 154 Si Filius dicitur similis secundum participationem, 
tunc Filius nobiscum connumerari potest, secundum 1 Io 3.2: cum ap- 
paruerit, similes ei erimus. 155 Brevi, si comparantur homo et homo, xmius 
sunt naturae et unius substantiae; sin autem comparantur homo et canis, 
diversae sunt naturae et diversae substantiae. 156 


7 Quando Desynodis scribere incepit Athanasius vehementissime gaudebat 
quod episcopi Arimini congregati formulam fidei imperialem reicerunt, 
Nicaenam reaffirmaverunt, et aulicos quosdam episcopos Arianos excom- 
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Jews long ago who said, “How is it that you, though only a human being, are 
making yourself God?’” 148 

Fifth, among all those who expressed many different opinions, Athana¬ 
sius very sharply distinguished (1) those who openly declare the Son to be a 
creature, and are therefore to be anathematized, 149 (2) those who com¬ 
posed one creed after another to disseminate their insidious opinion about 
Christ, 150 and (3) those who deny that the Son is a creature, assert that he 
is truly from the Father and like him in all things, and have reservations 
only about the term ‘consubstantial.’ His policy was to discuss the appropri¬ 
ateness of this term with them not as if they were heretics but as brothers. 151 

Now if, according to Valentinus or Marcion, there are two gods, or if the 
Son has another mode of divinity, then he is unlike the Father and not con- 
substantial. 152 If the Son is one with the Father in will, and in thought, he is 
not united to the Father in anyway different from that in which the saints 
on earth and the angels and archangels in heaven are united to him, and 
therefore we have to speak about substance, about ousia. 1 ^ If the Son is 
said to resemble the Father, then one is looking at a superficial quality rath¬ 
er than the thing itself, so that the Son could be compared to the Father as 
'tin is to silver, a wolf is to a dog, or brass is to gold. 154 If the Son is said'to be 
like the Father by participation, then the Son can be ranked with us, ac¬ 
cording to 1 John 3-2: ‘When he is revealed, we shall be like him.’ 155 In fine, 
if one human being is compared with another, they are of one nature and 
one substance; but if a human being is compared with a dog, they are of dif¬ 
ferent natures and different substances. 156 

7 When Athanasius began to write On the Synods, he was overjoyed that the 
bishops assembled at Rimini [in 359] had rejected the imperial formula of 
faith, reaffirmed Nicea, and excommunicated some Arian bishops who were 


148 Athanasius, Desynodis, 50; mg 26, 781 c [Opitz, aw ii, 274; see John 10.33]. 

149 Athanasius, De synodis, 40; mg 26, 764 c [Opitz, aw 11, 266]. 

150 Athanasius, Desynodis, 32; mg 26, 749 [Opitz, aw n, 260]. 

151 Athanasius, De synodis, 41; mg 26, 765, 768 [Opitz, aw ii, 266-67] • This has to 
do with the Homoiousians; concerning them, see Epiphanius, Haereses, 73, 2- 
12; Holl, hi (gcs 37) 268-84. 

152 Athanasius, Desynodis, 52; mg 26, 785 b [Opitz, aw ii, 275-76]. 

153 Athanasius, Desynodis, 48; mg 26, 777, 780. 

154 Athanasius, Desynodis, 41; mg 26, 765 B [Opitz, aw ii, 266-67]. 

155 Athanasius, Desynodis, 53; mg 26, 788 [Opitz, aw ii, 276]. 

156 Ibid. 
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municaverunt. Nec tamen ante perfecit hoc opus quam, ut Hieronymi ver¬ 
bis utar, ‘ingemuit totus orbis et Arianum se esse miratus est.’ 

Anno tamen 361 mortuus est Constantius. lulianus omnes episcopos in 
exilium depulsos ad sedes eo consilio redire permisit ut augeretur confusio 
inter Christianos. At Hilarius iam Occidentales totam quaestionem doce- 
bat. Gravissime inter se divisi Anomoei, Homoei, et Homoeousiani fidei 
Nicaenae resistere non poterant. In synodo Alexandrina, anno 362 habita, 
episcopi ex Italia, Arabia, Aegypto, et Libya Tomurn ad Antiochenos composu- 
ere et conditiones communionis determinavere, nempe, fidem Nicaenam, 
pariter divinitatis Spiritus sancti agnitionem, incamationem ipsius Verbi di- 
vini per assumptionem non solum corporis sed etiam animae humanae. 157 
Quaestiones novae erant ortae; mox Nicaena inter antiquas numerabitur. 


Qui autem antiquam et Nicaenam consideramus quo doctiores fiamus, 
quid factum fuerit quaerimus. 

In primis ergo facta est reflexio super verbum Dei. Dicit enim hoc ver- 
bum de Patre talia et talia; dicit pariter idem verbum de Filio talia et talia; 
quae inter se comparata reflexam gignunt conclusionem, eadem de Filio 
quae de Patre did, excepto Patris nomine; quod uno in vocabulo compres- 
sum, Filium Patri consubstantialem significat. 

Deinde, transitum est e priori quoad nos ad prius quoad se. Nam Dei ver¬ 
bum nobis de iis quae nos attinet loquitur, de Filio nobis a Patre misso, 
propter nos mortuo et resuscitato, iam supra nos de caelis regnante Domi¬ 
no, nunc pro nobis intercedente Pontifice, mox ad nos iudicandos venturo. 
Sed eo ipso quod de his reflectimur, quod eadem de Filio quae de Patre dici 
perspicimus, ipsi nos omittimus ut inter se Patrem et Filium quodammodo 
comparemus. Iam vero nobis omissis, omittitur etiam prius quoad nos; et 
considerata Patris Filiique mutua habitudine attingitur prius quoad se. 


At Dei verbum non solum nobis obiecta revelat sed etiam nos ipsos qua 
subiecta transmutat et perficit. Non solum est Filius a Patre missus ut obiec- 
tum divinum cognoscendum habeamus, sed etiam a Patre Filioque missus 
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close to the imperial court. And he was still writing tips work when, in the 
words of Stjerome, ‘the whole world groaned, amazed to find itself Arian.’ 

Constantius, however, died in 361. Julian allowed all the bishops who had 
been driven into exile to return to their sees in accordance with his plan to 
increase the confusion among the Christians. But Hilary was already in¬ 
structing the Western bishops about the whole question. Seriously divided 
among themselves, the Anomoians, Homoians, and Homoiousians could 
not withstand the faith of Nicea. In the Synod of Alexandria in 362, bishops 
from Italy, Arabia, Egypt, and Libya composed the Tomus ad Antiochenos and 
determined the conditions for communion, namely, the Nicene faith, ac¬ 
knowledgment of the divinity of the Holy Spirit, and the incarnation of the 
divine Word through the assumption not only of a body but also of a hu¬ 
man soul. 157 New questions had arisen; soon Nicea was to be numbered 
among the questions of the past. 

In studying the ancient Nicene question in order to learn more about it, 
we ask the question, What went on? 

First, there was reflection upon the word of God. For this word says cer¬ 
tain things about the Father, and likewise the same word says certain things 
about the Son; and when these statements are compared, upon reflection 
one reaches the conclusion that the same things are said of the Son as of 
the Father, except the name of Father. In a word, it means that the Son is 
consubstantial with the Father. 

Next, there was a transition from what is prior in relation to’us to what is 
prior in itself. The word of God speaks to us about what touches upon us, 
about the Son sent to us by the Father, put to death and risen for our sake, 
and now as Lord reigning over us from heaven, the Mediator interceding 
on our behalf and at some future time coming to judge us. But by the very 
fact that we reflect on these truths and that we perceive that the same things 
are said about the Son as about the Father, we forget about ourselves and go 
on to consider in what way the Father and the Son are mutually related. 
Now, in forgetting about ourselves, we forget about what is prior in relation 
to ourselves; and in considering the mutual relationship between Father 
and Son we arrive at what is prior in itself. 

But the word of God not only reveals certain objects to us but also trans¬ 
forms and perfects us as subjects. Not only was the Son sent by the Father 
that we might have a divine object to come to know, but the Holy Spirit also 


157 Athanasius, Tomus ad Antiochenos, salutation, 3, 7; mg 26, 796, 797,800, 804, 
805; and subscription 9-11; mg 26, 805, 808, 809. 
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est Spiritus sanctus ad interiorem nostram reformationem et renovationem 
ut illam habeamus fidem quae per caritatem operatur, ut etiam decursu 
temporum augeantur in nobis sapientia, scientia, intelligentia (db 1800). 
Quale sapientiae augmentum, qualem subiecti apprehendentis qua appre- 
hendentis mutationem atque conversionem, iam in motu illo dialectico 
perspeximus qui ex realismo quodam acritico per Piatonismum medium ad 
dogmaticum dogmati proprium realismum processit. Parum enim nobis 
profuisset Dei verbum verum, si non per verum sed per sensum et senti- 
menta, per imagines et affectus, per Stoicismum vel Piatonismum, attigisse- 
mus reale. 

Illud ergo c. Nicaeni fuit momentum ut Christi divinitatem dare et dis- 
tincte affirmaret, ut theologiam Catholicam ex prioribus quoad nos ad 
priora quoad se promoveret, ut prima fundamenta philosophiae iaceret 
Christianae. Quae quam intime inter se connectantur, recentiora demon- 
strant tempora. Quotus enim quisque est acatholicus qui Christi divini¬ 
tatem affirmet; quotus quisque est theologus qui antiquata non censeat 
priora quoad se; quotus quisque est philosophus vel exegeta qui reale dicat 
ens, et ens dicat quod vero iudicio innotescat? At nemo fidem Nicaenam 
retinet qui vel divinitatem Christi neget, vel priora quoad se considerare 
nolit, vel reale aliter cognitum censeat quam per verum vere affirmatum. 


THESIS 2 

Spiritus sanctus, Dominus et vivificans, ex Patre procedens, qui per 
prophetas loculus est, cum Patre et Filio simul adorandus et 
conglorificandus est. 

Termini 

Spiritus sanctus : is qui cum Patre et Filio in nt et in liturgia aliisque do'cu- 
mentis christianis connumeratur. . 

Dominus : cui dominium competit, qui dominium exercet; S. Basilius dicit 
Spiritum esse essentiam viventem, sanctificationis dominam, 1 et probare 
contendit in scripturis Spiritum did Dominum. 2 
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was sent by the Father and the Son to reform and renew us interiorly, that 
we might have that faith which operates through love, and that in the 
course of time we might grow in wisdom, knowledge, and understanding 
(db 1800, ds 3020, nd 136). Such a growth in wisdom, such a change and 
conversion in a learning subject as learner, we have now perceived ip that 
dialectical movement which proceeded from a kind of uncritical or naive 
realism through middle Platonism to the dogmatic realism proper to dog¬ 
ma. The true word of God would have been of little profit to us had we at¬ 
tained what is real, not through what is true, but through sense and 
sentiment, through images and feelings, through Stoicism or Platonism. 

This, then, has been the importance of the Council of Nicea, that it clear¬ 
ly and distinctly affirmed the divinity of Christ, that it moved catholic theol¬ 
ogy forward from what are prior in relation to us to what are prior in' 
themselves, and so laid the first foundations of Christian philosophy. Re¬ 
cent events show how closely these are connected. How many non-Catholics 
are there who affirm Christ’s divinity? How many theologians are there who 
do not consider what are prior in themselves to be passe! And how many 
philosophers or exegetes are there who say that the real is being and that 
being is what is known by a true judgment? But no one retains the faith of 
Nicea who either denies the divinity of Christ, or refuses to consider what 
are prior in themselves, or thinks that what is real is known in any other way 
than by a truth truly affirmed. 

THESIS 2 

The Holy Spirit, Lord and Life-giver, who proceeds from the Father and 
who spoke through the prophets, is to be adored and glorified together 
with the Father and the Son. 

Terminology 

Holy Spirit the one who is numbered along with the Father and the Son in 
the New Testament and in the liturgy and other Christian documents. 

Lord: one to whom dominion belongs, who exercises dominion; St Basil 
calls the Spirit a living essence, having supreme dominion over sanctifica¬ 
tion, 1 and undertakes to prove that the scriptures speak of the Spirit as 
Dominus , Lord. 2 

1 Basil, De Spiritu sancto, 46; MG 32, 152 B. . 

2 Ibid. 52, mg 32, 164-65. 
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vivificans, ex Patre procedens, qui per prophetas locutus est: quibus etiara iden- 
tificatur in NT et alibi Spiritus sanctus. 

cum Patre etFilio : agitur ergo de tertio quodam qui neque Pater est neque 
Filius. 

adorare, glorijicare. actus religionis quibus agnoscitur divinitas stride dicta. 

simul adoratur, conglorificatur. dici videntur quia cultus directus versus sol¬ 
um Spiritum exercitus non habebatur; ita Gregorius Nazianzenus quaeren- 
tibus quis nunc vel olim adoret Spiritum, quis ei preces fundat, ubinam in 
scripturis Spiritum adorare iubeamur,.respondet nos in Spiritu adorare et 
per Spiritum orare (lo 4.24; Rom 8.26; 1 Cor 14.15) .3 

Documenta 

Synodus Alexandrina, anno 362, de haereticis recipiendis inter alia statuit: 
‘Condemnet item eos qui Spiritum sanctum affirmant creaturam esse et a 
Christi substantia divisum. Illud enim vere est resilire a detestanda Arian- 
orum haeresi, sanctam Trinitatem non dividere, nec dicere aliquid quod ad 
earn pertinet creaturam esse. Nam qui simulant quidem se Nicaenam fidem 
profiteri, atque interea contra Spiritum sanctum blasphemare non dubi- 
tant, nihil aliud praestant quam quod Arianam haeresin verbis quidem 
negant animo autem et sententia retinent. 4 

C. Constantinopolitanum I, oecum. 2, anno 381 habitum, symbolum propo- 
suit quod thesin nostram verbotenus continet. db 86, ds 150. 

Idem concilium, can. 1, db 85, ds 151, et alias haereses anathematizandas 
enumeravit et Macedonianorum vel Spiritui sancto resistentium (Pneu- 
matomachorum) . 5 
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the Giver of life, who proceeds from the Father, and who spoke through the prophets-. 
the Holy Spirit is identified by these terms also in the New Testament and 
elsewhere. 

with the Father and the Son : we are concerned, therefore, with a third, who 
is neither the Father nor the Son. 

adore, glorify-, acts of the virtue of religion that acknowledge divinity in the 
strict sense. 

adored and glorified together with: these expressions Seem to be used because 
there was no worship that was directed to the Holy Spirit separately. Thus 
Gregory Nazianzen, in replying to those who were asking who at any time 
adored the Spirit, who.pray to him, and where in the scriptures are we bid¬ 
den to adore the Spirit, said that we adore in the Spirit and pray through 
the Spirit (John 4.24, Romans 8.26, 1 Corinthians 14.15). 3 

Documents 

In the year 362, the Synod of Alexandria, with regard to the reception of her¬ 
etics, among other items decreed the following: ‘that it condemn also those 
who assert that the Holy Spirit is a creature and separate from the substance 
of Christ. For such a condemnation truly recoils from the detestable Arian 
heresy, to affirm that the holy Trinity is not divided, and to deny that there 
is anything pertaining to the Trinity that is a creature. For those who pre¬ 
tend to profess the faith of Nicea and meanwhile do not hesitate to utter 
blasphemies against the Holy Spirit, simply demonstrate that they deny the 
Arian heresy in their words while retaining it in their minds and hearts.’ 4 

The First Council of Constantinople , the second ecumenical council, held 
in 381, produced a creed that contains our thesis verbatim, db 86, ds 150, 
ND 12 . 

The same council, canon 1, db 85, ds 151, nd 13, among other heresies to 
be anathematized lists that of the Macedonians, or Pneumatomachs, who 
‘fought against’ the Holy Spirit. 5 

3 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 31 {theological), 12; The Five Theological Orations of 
Gregory ofNazianzus, ed. Arthur James Mason (Cambridge: University Press, 
1899 ) 159 . 14 - 160,1; MG 36, 145. 

4 Athanasius, Tomus ad Antiockenos, 3; MG 26, 800 a. 

5 Among the Fathers who composed separate works on the Holy Spirit are St 
Athanasius, Four Letters to Serapion, mg 26, 529-676, alsoj. Lebon, sc 15; St 
Basil the Great, De Spiritu sancto, mg 32,67-218, also-Benoit. Pruche, sc 17; St 
Gregory Nazianzen, Orationes tkeologicae, 27-31, mg 36, 11-172, also Mason 
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C. Romanum, anno 382, sub Damaso R. P., anathematizavit turn Arium et 
Eunomium qui pari impietate licet sermone dissimili Filium et Spiritum 
sanctum asserunt creaturas, db 61, ds 155, turn Macedonianos qui de Arii 
stirpe venientes non perfidiam mutaverunt sed nomen, db 62, ds 156. 

Adversarii 

Gregorius Naz., sententias enumerans, alios dixit Spiritum operationem 
ducere, alios creaturam, alios Deum, alios quid dicerent nescire cum scrip- 
turae parum clare locutae sint; at qui Spiritum crederent Deum, alios actu 
tan turn interiori et alios etiam exteriori eum venerari; alios denique Patrem 
dicere et essentia et potentia infinitum, Filium potentia non vero essentia, 
Spiritum et essentia et potentia circumscriptum. 6 

At re vera qui cum Ario et Eunomio Filium creaturam habuerunt, Spiri¬ 
tum pariter creatum ducerent necesse est. Qui Filium similem quoad sub- 
stantiam et quoad omnia dicebant, maiori claritate circa Spiritum haud uti 
poterant. Qui nisi scripturistica de Filio audire voluerunt, solam scripturam 
de Spiritu audirent. Qui ex Arianismo conversi sunt, novum quendam gres- 
sum habuerunt faciendum ut etiam Spiritum Patri Filioque consubstan- 
tialem confiterentur; quod c. Constant. 1 de iis non exegisse videtur; et ipse 
Greg. Naz., hanc trium con subs tan tialita tern confitens et praedicans, 7 non 
pauca dc evolutione doctrinae addidit. 8 
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The Council of Rome, 382, under Pope Damasus,. anathematized Arius and 
Eunomius who with equal impiety, although in different words, asserted 
that the Son and the Holy Spirit were creatures, db 61, ds 155, nd 306/3, 
and also anathematized the Macedonians, who, branching off from Arius, 
changed their name but not their perfidy, db 62, ds 156. 

Adversaries 

Gregory Nazianzen, in giving an account of various opinions, stated that 
some considered the Spirit to be an operation, others a creature, others 
God, and that still others did not know what to say, since the scriptures said 
very little clearly about him. But among those who believed the Spirit to be 
God, some, he said, venerated him interiorly only, while others venerated 
him externally also; and he noted, finally, that some held that the Father 
was infinite in essence and in power, that the Son was infinite in power but 
not in essence, and that the Spirit was limited in both essence and power. 6 

But in fact those who, with Arius and Eunomius, held the Son to be a 
creature, would necessarily consider the Spirit likewise to be a creature. 
Those who said that the Son was similar [to the Father] with respect to sub¬ 
stance and in all respects could hardly have a clearer expression to apply to 
the Spirit. Those who would hear of nothing concerning the Son that was 
not scriptural would have accepted only what the scriptures said concern¬ 
ing the Spirit. Converts from Arianism had a further step to take in confess¬ 
ing that the Spirit also was consubstantial with the Father and the Son. 
Constantinople 1 seems not to have required this of them; and in professing 
and preaching this consubstantiality of the Three, 7 Gregory made no small 
contribution to the development of doctrine. 8 

(ed.), The Five Theological Orations of Gregory of Nazianzus, and Gregoire de 
Nazianzus, Les Discours theologiques, traduits, avec introduction et notes, par 
Paul Gall ay (Paris: Emmanuel Vitte, 1942); St Gregory of Nyssa, Ojatio catechet- 
ica magna mg 45, 10-106, also The Catechetical Oration of Gregory of Nyssa, ed. 
James Herbert Srawley (Cambridge: University Press, 1903); De Spiritu sancto 
adversus pneumatomachos Macedonianos, mg 45,1301-34; De Spiritu sancto sive in 
Pentecosten, mg 46, 695-702; De Deitate Filii et Spiritus sancti, mg 46, 553-76; St 
Epiphanius, Haereses, 74, Holl in (gcs 37) 313-32; also mg 42, 474-502; Didy- 
mus of Alexandria, De Spiritu sancto, mg 39, 1033-86; St Ambrose, De Spiritu 
sancto, ml 16, 703-816. 

6 Gregory Nazienzen, Oratio^i (theological ), 5, mg 36, 137. 

7 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 31, 3-5, 10; mg 36, 136-37, 144 a. 

8 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 31, 24-27; mg 36, 160-61,164. 
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In prima Arianismi periodo docuit Eusebius ep. Caes. Spiritum praeexis* 
tere 9 a Filio distingui, 10 omnem rationalem naturam ipsosque ahgelos su- 
perare, 11 Filio tamen subordinari, 12 per Filium esse factum,' 3 neque Deum 
esse neque Filium. 14 

Macedonius, ep. Constant. 342-69, nisi post mortem heresiarchus fuisse 
non videtur, quaeque de eo narrantur haud omnia certa. Qui enim antea 
vel innominati ‘quidam’ vel Pneumatomachi nominabantur, nisi circa 380 
in sectam quandam coaluisse et Macedoniani vocari non coeperunt. 15 

Quorum doctrina vix brevi formula comprehenditur, etsi sat communis 
fuerit forte sententia Spiritum sanctum neque Deum esse neque inter crea- 
turas numerandum. Ita Eustathius de Sebaste' 6 et anonymi quidam apud 
Didymum Alex.' 7 Quantum vero ex documentis certis colligitur, caece 
scripturis adhaeserunt, exegesi nimis litterali usi sunt, ex Io 1.3 conclude- 
bant etiam Spiritum per Filium esse factum, argumentis vel metaphysicis 
procedentes concludebant Spiritum, cum neque Pater sit neque Filius, non 
magis Deum esse dicendum quam caeteros bonos spiritus. 18 

Quantum ad recentiores auctores attinet, eadem fere est.adversariorum 
enumeratio ac in thesi praecedenti. Qui enim Christum credunt Deum 
esse, distinctionem et divinitatem Spiritus sancti admittere solent. Qui vero 


In the first period of Arianism, Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea, taught that 
the Spirit preexisted, 9 was distinct from the Son, 10 was superior to every ra¬ 
tional nature and to the angels themselves, 11 was nevertheless subordinate 
to the Son, 12 was made through the Son, 13 and was neither God nor the 
Son.' 4 

Macedonius, Bishop of Constantinople, 342-369, seems to have been 
considered a heresiarch only after his death, and what has been related 
about him is not all reliable. For those who earlier were either ‘certain’ un¬ 
named persons or were named ‘Pneumatomachs,’ only around 380 began 
to coalesce into a sect and be called Macedonians. 15 

Their teaching is hardly possible to summarize briefly, even though the 
opinion that the Holy Spirit was neither God nor a creature was fairly com¬ 
mon. Such was the opinion of Eustathius of Sebaste 16 and certain anony¬ 
mous persons mentioned by Didymus of Alexandria. 17 But from what can 
be gathered from documents that are certain, they adhered blindly to the 
scriptures, their biblical exegesis was excessively literal, they concluded 
from John 1.3 that the Spirit also was made through the Son, and from fur¬ 
ther arguments, even metaphysical ones, they deduced that since the Spirit 
was neither the Father nor the Son, he was not to be considered to be God 
any more than all the other good spirits. 18 

As far as more recent authors are concerned, they are in the main the 
same as those listed in the preceding thesis. Those who believe Christ to be 
God generally admit the distinction and the divinity of the Holy Spirit. 


9 Eusebius, De ecclesiastica theobgia, in, 2; Kiostermann rv (gcs 14) 140, 24-25. 

10 Eusebius, De ecclesiastica theologia, hi, 4 and 5; Kiostermann iv (gcs 14) 159,16 
and 29; 160, 5-6 and 13-15; 162, 15 and 23-24. 

11 Eusebius, De ecclesiastica theobgia, in, 5; Kiostermann iv (gcs 14) 162, 30; 163, 
17-18. 

12 Eusebius, De ecclesiastica theobgia, in, 5; Kiostermann iv (gcs 14) 162,13; 163, 
12. 

13 Eusebius, De ecclesiastica theologia, in, 6; Kiostermann iv (gcs 14) 164,3-5 and 
20-21. 

14 Eusebius, De ecclesiastica theobgia, in, 6; Kiostermann iv (gcs 14) 164,18-21. 

15 On the complexity of the history of these events, see G. Bardy, ‘Macedonius et 
les Macedoniens,’ dtc ix (18) 1464-72; on the history and doctrine of the 
heresy, ibid. 1472-78 and Pruche’s Introduction to Basile de Cesaree, Traite 
du Saint-Esprit, SC 17, 23-25. 

16 Socrates, Historia Ecclesiastica, n, 45; mg 67, 360 ab. 

17 Didymus of Alexandria, De Trinitate, 11, 8: mg 39,617 c. 

18 Bardy, ‘Macedonius et les Macedoniens’ 1477. 
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a divinitate Christi agnoscenda retinentur, easdera omnes imo et graviores 
inveniunt difficultates ubi de tertia persona divina agitur. 

At praecipue attendendum est ad distinctionem quam supra posuimus 
inter archaistas et anachronistas. Quorum illi, curti frequentiorem vel an- 
tiquiorem vel veriorem invenerint Patris et Filii agnitionem, rariorem au- 
tem et recentiorem fuisse mentionem Spiritus sancti eiusque non tarn de 
persona quam de divina virtute vel de dono impersonali, binitarismum 
quendam turn NT auctoribus turn posterioris aevi scriptoribus ascribunt. E 
contra, anachronistae posteriorem et elaboratam theologiam ubique 
volunt, quasi erravisset c. Vaticanum cum affirmasset decursu temporum 
augeri verbi revelati intelligentiam, scientiam, sapientiam (db 1800, ds 
3020). 

Argumenti ex sacra scriptura, pars prima: 1 ^ Etsi nomen spiritus multipliciter adhi- 
beretur, Christiani tamen de Spiritu sancto, Spiritu Dei, Spiritu Christi, sensu 
quodam singulari usuque iis etproprio et optime noto loquebantur. 

1 Multipliciter adhibetur vox ‘spiritus.’ 

(a) De spiritibus immundis: Me 1.23, 26; 3.11, 30; 5.2, 8,13; 6.7; 7.25; 9.17, 20, 25. 
Frequenter etiam apud Lc et Act. 


363 Part 2: Five Theses - Thesis 2 

Those who balk at acknowledging the divinity of Christ have all the same 
and even more serious problems concerning the third divine person. 

But it is most important to note carefully the distinction we made in the¬ 
sis 1 between archaists and anachronists. The former, since they have found 
acknowledgement of the Father and the Son to be more frequent or more 
ancient or more reliable, whereas references to the Holy Spirit are rarer 
and more recent, and refer not so much to his person as to his divine power 
or to an impersonal gift, attribute a certain binitarianism to the New Testa¬ 
ment writers and to those in the following period. On the contrary, the 
anachronists find the later and well-developed theology everywhere, as if 
Vatican i had been in error when it stated that understanding, knowledge, 
and wisdom regarding the revealed word of God increases in the course of 
time (db 1800, ds 3020, nd 136). 

Argument from sacred scripture, part /: 19 Although the word ‘spirit’is used in many 
ways, Christians spoke of the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of God, the Spirit of Christ, in a 
unique sense and with a usage that was proper and quite well known to them. 

1 The word ‘spirit’ is used in many ways: 

(a) of unclean spirits: Mark 1.23, 26; 3.11, 30; 5.2, 8,13; 6.7; 7-25; 9.17, 20, 
25. It occurs frequently in Luke and Acts; 

19 Paul Gachter, ‘Zum Pneumabegriff des HI. Paulus, Zeitschrift Jur katholische 
Theologie 53 (1929) 345-408; E. Bernard Alio, ‘Sagesse et Pneuma dans la 
premiere epitre aux Corinthiens, Revue biblique 43 (1934) 321-46; Y. Tremel, 
‘Remarques sur l’expression de la foi trinitaire dans l’eglise apostolique,’ 
Lumiere et Vie 29 (1956) 41-66; Ch. Duquoc, ‘Le dessein salvifique et la revela¬ 
tion de la Trinite en saint Paul,' ibid. 67-94; J. Giblet, ‘La Sainte Trinite selon 
l’evangilede saintjean,’ ibid. 95-126; C. Spicq, ‘Le Sadnt-Esprit, vie et force de 
l’eglise primitive,’ ibid. 10 (1953) 9-28; Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Trin¬ 
ite, 1: Les origines [in English: History of the Dogma of the Trinity: From Its Origins to 
the Council of Nicaea, vol. 1, The Origins, trans. Algar Thorold, from the 8th 
(French) edition (London: Burnes Oates & Washboume Ltd. r 1939)]; Gerard 
Verbeke, L’evolution de la doctrine du pneuma du stoidsme d saint Augustin: Etude 
philosophique (Paris: Desclee de Brouwer; Louvain: Institut superieur de phi¬ 
losophic, 1945). 

twnt vi ,330-453 [tdnt vi, 332-455]- among the Greeks, 333-57 [334-59] 
(Kleinknecht); in the Old Testament, 357-66 (359-67] (Baumgartel); in the 
lxx and Philo, 366-73 [367-75] (Bieder); in Palestinian Judaism, 373-87 
[375-89] (Sjoberg); among the Gnostics and in the New Testament, 387-453 
[389-455] (Schweizer); Gnosticism, 387-94 [389-96]; Mark and Matthew, 
394-401 [396-404]; Luke and Acts, 401-13 [404-15]; Paul, 413-36 [415-37]. 
John, 436-43 [437-44]- Bibliography at bottom of pp. 330-32 [332-34]- 
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(b) De principio vitae vei separato vel separabili: ita corpus sine spiritu mortuum 
est (lac 2.26); emittere spiritum (Io 19.30; Mt 27.50; Lc 23.46; Act 7-59); reversus est 
spiritus et surrexit (Lc 8.55); spiritum videre (Lc 24.37, 39); spiritibus praedicare 
(1 Pet 3.19). 

(c) De principio interne cognitionis, gaudii, emotionis, vitae moralis: Me 2.8; 
8.12; 1438; Mt 5.3; Lc 1.47; Io 11.33; i3-2i; Act 17.16; 18.25. 

(d) De principio externo bono (Lc 11.13; 1° 3-34). dubio (Lc 9.55), probando 

(1104.1 ss.). 

(e) Sensu quodam philosophico (Act 23.8; Io 4.24) vel serisu symbolico qui pro- 
fundiora iriagis minusve aperte tangat (Io 3.6, 8; 6.63; 4.23 [cf. 14.17; 15.26; 16.13; 

1 Io 4.6]). 

2 Multipliciter pariter dicitur spiritus apud Paulum. 

(a) De principio intemo ipsius Pauli (Rom 1.9; 1 Cor 2.11; 20 16.18; 2 Cor 2.13; Col 
2.5),Titi (2 Cor 7.13), utriusque (2 Cor 12.18), vestro (Gal 6.18; Phil 4.23; I Th 5.23; 

2 Tim 4.22; Philemon 25), mentis vestrae (Eph 4.23), incestuosi (1 Cor 5.5), cui op- 
ponitur mens (1 Cor 14.14), corpus (1 Cor 7.34), caro (2 Cor 7.1; Gal 3.3; 4.29; Phil 
3.3); unde spiritu fervere (Rom 12.l1), spiritu servire Deo (Phil 3.3), spiritu uno 
(2 Cor 4.13; Phil 1.27). 


(b) Metaphorice: spiritus mundi, saeculi (1 Col 2.12; Eph 2.2), compuncdonis 
(Rom 11.8), servituds (Rom 8.15), mansuetudinis (1 Cor 4,21; Gal 6.1), erroris (1 
Tim 4.1), dmoris (2 Tim 1.7), gladium spiritus (Eph 6.17), interficere spiritu oris sui 
(2 Th 2.8). 
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(b) of the separate or separable principle of life: thus a body without a 
spirit is dead (James 2^26); to give up the spirit (John 19.30, Matthew 27 - 5 °> 
Luke 23.46, Acts 7 - 59 ); the spirit returned and she (Jairus’s daughter] got 
up (Luke 8.55); to see a spirit (Luke 24.37, 39); to preach to the spirits (1 
Peter 3.19); 

(c) of the interior principle of knowledge, of joy, of emotion, of moral 
life: Mark 2.8; 8.12; 14.38; Matthew 5.3; Luke 1.47; John 11.33; 13.21; Acts 
17.16; 18.25; 

(d) of an external principle that is good (Luke 11.13; John 3 - 34 ); uncer¬ 
tain (Luke 9.55); to be tested (1 John 4 -i); 

(e) in a philosophical sense (Acts 23-8; John 4.24) or in a symbolic sense 
that more or less openly points to more profound realities (John 3.6, 8; 
6.63; 4 23; see 14.17; 15 26; 16.13; 1 John 4.6). 

2 The word ‘spirit’ is likewise used in many ways in Paul: 

(a) concerning the interior principle of Paul himself (Romans 1.9; 1 
Corinthians 2.11; 20 16.18; 2 Corinthians 2.13; Colossians 2.5); of Titus (2 
Corinthians 7.13); of both (2 Corinthians 12.18); of yours (Galatians 6.18; 
Philippians 4.23; 1 Thessalonians 5.23; 2 Timothy 4.22; Philemon 25); of 
your mind (Ephesians 4.23); of an incestuous person (1 Corinthians 5.5); to 
which the mind is opposed (1 Corinthians 14.14), and the body (1 Corin¬ 
thians 7.34), and the flesh (2 Corinthians 7.1; Galatians 3.3; 4 29; Philippi¬ 
ans 3.3); as the source of fervor (Romans 12.11) ; and of the desire to serve 
God (Philippians 3.3); one and the same spirit (2 Corinthians 4.13, Philip¬ 
pians 1.27); 

(b) metaphorically: the spirit of the world, of the age (1 Corinthians 2.12; 
Ephesians 2 . 2 ); of compunction (Romans 11.8); of servitude (Romans 
8.15); of gentleness (l Corinthians 4.21; Galatians 6.1); of error (1 Timothy 


Hermann Bertrams, Das Wesen des Geistes nach der Anschauung des Apostels 
Paulus (Munster i.W.: AschendorfFsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1913); Wil¬ 
helm Michaelis, Reich Gottes und Geist Gottes nach dem Neuen Testament (Basel: 
Druck undVerlagvon Friedrich Reinhardt, 1931) ;C.K. Barrett, The Holy Spirit 
and the Gospel Tradition (London: S.P.C.K., 1947); ‘The Holy Spirit in the 
Fourth Gospel,’ Journal of Theological Studies 1 [new series] (1950) 1-15; 
G.W.H. Lampe, ‘The Holy Spirit in the Writings of St. Luke,’ in Studies in the 
Gospel: Essays in Memory ofRH. Lightfoot, ed. D.E. Nineham (Oxford: Basil 
Blackwell, 1955) 159-200. 

20 [Lonergan’s text had ‘1 Cor 3.3,’ but that cannot be correct. The change, 
made also in the Latin text, is editorial.] 
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(c) Spiritus prophetarum, 1 Cor 14.32. 

(d) Ens hypotheticum, 2 Cor 11.4; cf. 2 Th 2.2. 

(e) Spiritus vivificans, 1 Cor 15.45; cf. 2 Cor 3.17 s. 

3 Est tamen sensus quidam vocis ‘spiritus’ singularis, usui Christiano pro- 
prius, omnibusque Christianis notus. 

Uti elucet ex Ephesiis qui Spiritum esse ignorabant, Act 19.2-7, ex effectu 
revelationis factae per Spiritum Dei quae homini animali videtur stultitia, 1 
Cor 2.10-16 (cf. 1.18-31), ex criterio fidei in Dominum lesum, 1 Cor 12.3 
(cf. Io 6.44 s.; 14.6; 15.26), ex Spiritu veritatis quem mundus non potest ac- 
cipere sed apud Christianos manet et in iis est, Io 14.16 s. (cf. 14.25 s.; 16.7- 
15; 1 Cor 6.19; 1 Th 4.8). 

Pars altera: Quo sensu inteUectus Spiritus (1) per prophetas locutus est, (2) multi- 
pliciter in vita lesu intervenit, (3) apostolis promittitur iisque datur, (4) aliis etiam 
datur, (5) dirigit apostolos ecclesiamque regit, et (6) intime toti open apostolico coni- 
ungitur. 

1 Per prophetas locutus est: per os patris nostri David Act 4.24 s. (cf. Mt 
22.43; Me 12.36; Act 1.16); perEsaiam prophetam, Act 28.25; homines inspi- 
rati, 2 Pet 1.21; loannes Baptista, Lc 1.15,80; Elizabeth, Zacharias, Simeon, 
Lc 1.41, 67; 2.25-27. 

2 Multipliciter in vita lesu intervenit: in conceptione, Lc 1.35; Mt 1.18, 20; 
in baptismo, Mt 3.16; Me l.io; Lc 3-21 s.; Io 1.32, plenus Spiritu sancto, Lc 
4.1, 14, 18, 21; cf. Mt 4.1; 12.18; exsultavit Spiritu sancto, Lc 10.21; operatus 
est Spiritu Dei, Me 3.21-30; unctus Spiritu sancto, Act 10.38. 

3 Apostolis promittitur eisque datur: ut non ipsi sed Spiritus Patris loqua- 
tur in iis, Mt 10.19 s - (cf- Me 13.11; Lc 12.12); in ultima coena, Io 14.16, 17, 
25, 26; 15.26; 16.7, 8, 12-15 (cf. 7 . 37 - 39 ); ad peccata remittenda, Io 20.21- 
23; ad virtutem Spiritu superveniente, Act 1.5,8; 2.3-4,12-17, 33 ; 11.16. 

4 Aliis etiam datur: baptizatis, Act 2.38; 8.17; 19.6; ad loquendum cum fi- 
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4.1); of fear (2 Timothy 1.7); the sword of the spirit (Ephesians 6.17); to slay 
by the spirit [breath] of his mouth (2 Thessalonians 2.8); 

(c) the spirit of the prophets (1 Corinthians 14.32); 

(d) a hypothetical being (2 Corinthians 11.4; see 2 Thessalonians 2.2); 

(e) life-giving spirit (1 Corinthians 15.45; see 2 Corinthians 3.17-18) 

3 Yet the word ‘spirit’ has a meaning that is unique, a usage that is specif¬ 
ically Christian and well known to all Christians. 

This is clear from the Ephesians’ ignorance of the Spirit (Acts 19.2-7), 
from the effect of the revelation made through the Spirit of God which 
seems foolishness to the unspiritual (1 Corinthians 2.10-16; see 1.18-31), 
from the criterion of faith in the Lord Jesus (1 Corinthians 12.3; see John 
6.44-45; 14 - 6 ; 15.26), from the Spirit of truth whom the world cannot accept 
but who abides among Christians and is in them (John 14-16-17; see 14.25- 
26; 16.7-15,1 Corinthians 6.19, 1 Thessalonians 4.8). 

Argument from sacred scripture, part 2: The Spirit understood in this sense (1) spoke 
through the prophets, (2) intervenes in many ways in the life of Jesus, (3) is promised 
and given to the Apostles, (4) is given to others also, (5) guides the Apostles and gov¬ 
erns the church, and (6) is intimately involved in every apostolic work. 

1 The Spirit spoke through the prophets: through the mouth of our ances¬ 
tor David (Acts 4.24-25; see Matthew 22.43; Mark 12.36; Acts 1.16); through 
the prophet Isaiah (Acts 28.25); through inspired persons (2 Peter 1.21); 
through John the Baptist (Luke 1.15, 80); through Elizabeth, Zachary, Sim¬ 
eon (Luke 1.41,67; 2.25-27). 

2 The Spirit intervenes many times in the life of Jesus: at his conception 
(Luke 1.35; Matthew 1.18, 20); at his baptism (Matthew 3.16; Mark 1.10; 
Luke 3.21-22; John 1.32); he was filled with the Holy Spirit (Luke 4.1, 14, 
18, 21; see Matthew 4.1; 12.18); he rejoiced in the Holy Spirit (Luke 10.21); 
he worked by the Spirit of God (Mark 3.21-30); he was anointed by the Holy 
Spirit (Acts 10.38). 

3 The Spirit is promised and given to the Apostles: so that not they them¬ 
selves but the Spirit of the Father should speak in them (Matthew 10.19-20; 
see Mark 13.11, Luke 12.12); at the Last Supper (John 14.16-17, 25-26; 
15.26; 16.7-8, 12-15; see John 7.37-39); for the forgiveness of sins (John 
20.21—23); for power from the Spirit coming down upon them (Acts 1.5, 8; 

2.3-4, 12-17, 33; 11-16. 

4 The Spirit is given to others also: to the baptized (Acts 2.38; 8.17; 19.6); 
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ducia, 4.31; diaconis, 6.3, 5; 7.55; Paulo, 9.17; gentibiis, Act 10.44-47; 11.15; 
15.8; Barnabae, Act 11.84; Agabo, Act 11.28. 

5 Dirigit apostolos ecclesiamque regit: Petrum, Act 4.8; 10.19; U- 12 ; Phil* 
ippurti, Act 8.29,39; communitatem Antiochenam, Act 13.2,4; Paulum, Act 
13.9; 16.6, 7; 19.21; 20.22; concilium, Act 15.28; episcopos, Act 20.28; 
prophetas, Act 21.4, 11. 

6 In time toti operi apostolico coniungitur: mentiri Petro est mentiri Spir- 
itui sancto, Deo, Act 5.3, 4, 9; est testis cum apostolis, Act 5 - 32 ; iis resistere 
est resistere Spiritui, Act 6.10, 7, 51; principium consolationis et gaudii, Act 
9 3i; 13-52. 

Tertiapars: Unde concluditur eundem Spiritum esse unam quandam realitatem, ab 
omnibus rebus creatis distinctam, et stride divinam. 

1 Concluditur quia verba huius asserti in nt non leguntur. 

2 Concluditur distinctio ab omnibus rebus creatis, si quidem gravissima 
est blasphemia opera Spiritus ad daemonia referre, Me 3.21-30; Mt 12.24- 
32; Lc 12.10; si inculcatur distinctio inter ipsos apostolos loquentes et Spiri¬ 
tum Patris qui loquitur in eis, Mt 10.19 s.; si praeterea distiriguitur inter 
unum eundemque Spiritum multa operantem (1 Cor 12.4,11) etmultos ef- 
fectus in hominibus receptos, uti sunt sermo sapientiae, sermo scientiae, 
fides, gratia sanitatum, operatio virtutum, prophetia, discretio spirituum, 
genera linguarum, interpretatio sermonum (1 Cor 12.5-10). 

3 Concluditur stride divinitas ex gravitate peccati contra Spiritum, Mt 
12.32; Lc 12.10; Act 5.3,4, et ex ordine effectuum qui ex Spiritu procedunt, 
nempe, inspiratio prophetica, 2 Pet 1.21, revelatio stricte divina, 1 Cor 2.10, 
12 (cf. Gal 1.8); Io 14.26; 15.26; 16.12,13, remissio peccatorum, Io 20.21, 22 
(cf. Me 2.5, 6), renascentia in vitam aeternam, 1 Cor 6.11; Io 3.5 ; Tit 3.5, 
imo tota vita Christiana. 

Accipitur enim Spiritus ex auditu fidei. Gal 3.2, et acceptus manet tam- 
quam in templo, 1 Cor 3.16; Io 14.15-17, tamquam possidens, 1 Cor 6.19, 
tamquam agens, Rom 8.11, tamquam probans filiorum adoptionem, Gal 
4.6; Rom 8.15, tamquam adiuvans et postulans, Rom 8.26, tamquam prin¬ 
cipium caritatis et corporis Christi, Act 4.32; Rom 5.5; 1 Cor 12.12; 2 Cor 
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for speaking with boldness (4.31); to deacons (6.3, 5 ; 7 - 55 ); to Paul (9.17); 
to the Gentiles (10.44-47; 11.15; 15-8); to Barnabas (11.24); to Agabus 
(11.28). 

5 The Spirit guides the Apostles and governs the church: Peter (Acts 4.8; 
10.19; 11.12); Philip (8.29, 39); the community at Antioch (13.2, 4);-Paul 
(13.9; 16.6-7; 19.21; 20.22); the council (15 28); bishops (20.28); prophets 
(21.4,11). 

6 The Spirit is intimately involved in every apostolic activity: to lie to Peter 
is to lie to the Holy Spirit, to God (Acts 5.3-4, 9 ); witnesses with the Apostles 
( 5 . 32 ); to resist them is to resist the Holy Spirit (6.10; 7.51); source of con¬ 
solation and joy (9.31; 13.52). 

Argument from sacred scripture, part 3: From this we conclude that this same Spirit 
is one reality, distinct from all created things, and strictly divine. 

1 This assertion is a conclusion, because these words are not found in the 
New Testament. 

2 We conclude to the Spirit’s distinction from all created things, since the 
most grievous of blasphemies is to attribute works of the Spirit to demons 
(Mark 3.21-30, Matthew 12.24-32, Luke 12.10); since the distinction be¬ 
tween the Apostles themselves speaking and the Spirit of the Father speak¬ 
ing in them is quite clearly indicated (Matthew 10.19-20); since there is also 
a distinction between the one same Spirit producing a variety of effects (l 
Corinthians 12.4-11) and the many effects received in human persons, such 
as the word of wisdom, the word of knowledge, faith, gifts of healing, works 
of power, prophecy, discernment of spirits, various kinds of tongues, and 
interpretation of tongues (1 Corinthians 12.5-10). 

3 We conclude to the Spirit’s divinity in the strict sense of the word from 
the gravity of sin against the Spirit (Matthew 12.32, Luke 12.10, Acts 5.3-4), 
and from the order of the effects proceeding from the Spirit, such as pro¬ 
phetic inspiration (2 Peter 1.21), revelation that is strictly divine (l Corin¬ 
thians 2.10-12 [see Galatians 1.8]; John 14.26; 15.26; 16.12-13), the 
forgiveness of sins (John 20.21-22; see Mark 2.5-6), rebirth to eternal life 
(1 Corinthians 6.11, John 3.5, Titus 3.5) - indeed, all of Christian life. 

The Spirit is received through believing what one has heard (Galatians 
3.2), and once received he dwells in one as in a temple (1 Corinthians 3.16, 
John 14.15-17), as possessing one (1 Corinthians 6.19), as active (Romans 
8.11), as a proof of our adoption as children (Galatians 4.6, Romans 8.15), 
as assisting and interceding (Romans 8.26), as the principle of charity and 
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13-13; Eph 4.1 ss., unde in Christo sumus et Deo placere possumus, Rom 
8.8-10, unde pignus futurae haereditatis habemus, 2 Cor 1.22; 5.5; Rom 
8.23; Eph 1.13. 

4 Concluditur una quaedam realitas eaque stricte divina, si quidem dici- 
tur unus et idem Spiritus, 1 Cor 12.11, si est principium unius corporis 
Christi, si distinguitur a daemoniis, ab hominibus, et ab effectibus eius in 
hominibus receptis (supra, 2), si hi effectus sunt reales et strictam divini- 
tatem probant (supra, 3) . 

Quarta pars: Eo modo Spiritus sanctus est divina realitas ut tamen a Patre etFilio 
distinguatur. 

l Hanc enim distinctionem inculcanr. ipse ordo nostrae salutis, Act 2.33 *, 
Gal 4.4-6; lo 15.26 (cf. lo 7-37-39); 14.16, 17, 25, 26; 16.7, 8,12-15; 20.21- 
23); maxima festa ludaica ita transformata ut Pascha sit Domini resuscitati 
et Pentecostes sit Spiritus effusi; exemplar nostri baptismi, Me 1.9-11, et 
nomen in quo baptizamur, Mt 28.19; ipsi libri sacri in quibus vr de Deo 
praedicat, evangelia Patrem et Filium distinguunt, Actus Apostolorum 
maxime de Spiritu sancto narrant. 

2 Accedunt enumerationes Paulinae, turn magis distinctae, Gal 4.4-6; 1 
Cor'i2.4-6; 2 Cor 13.13; Rom 15.15 s.; Eph 2.18; 4.3-6; Tit 3.4-7, turn longio- 
ri expositioni inclusae, Rom 5.1-5; 1 Cor 2.7 ss.; Eph 1.3-15. 21 

3 Denique apud Ioannem. 'cc. 14-16, loquitur Filius ad apostolos de 
Patre et de venturo Paraclito, quern Spiritum veritatis Pater a Filio rogatus 
vobis dabit, 14.16, de Spiritu sancto quern mittet Pater in nomine meo, 
14.26, de Spiritu veritatis quern Filius a Patre mittet, qui a Patre procedit, 
qui testimonium perhibebit de Filio, 15.26, propter quern mittendum Fil¬ 
ius abibit, 16.7, 8, qui venturus Spiritus veritatis docebit vos omnem veri- 
tatem, Filium clarificabit, non a semetipso loquetur sed a Filio et Patre 
accipiet, 16.13-15. 


of the Body of Christ (Acts 4.32, Romans 5.5, 1 Corinthians 12.13, 2 Corin¬ 
thians 13.13, Ephesians 4.1-6), whence we are in Christ and are able to 
please God (Romans 8.8-10), and have a pledge of our future inheritance 
(2 Corinthians 1.22; 5.5, Romans 8.23, Ephesians 1.13-14). 

4 We conclude that there is one reality, strictly divine, since one and the 
same Spirit is spoken of (1 Corinthians 12.11), since it is the principle of the 
one Body of Christ, since it is distinct from demons, from humans, and 
from its effects that are received in human persons (see 2, above), and since 
these effects are real and prove divinity in the strict sense of the word (see 
3, above). 

Argument from sacred scripture, part 4: The Holy Spirit is a divine reality, yet is 
distinct from the Father and the Son. 

1 The following strongly assert this distinction: the order of our salvation 
(Acts 2.33, Galatians 4.4-6, John 15.26 [see 7:37-39], 14-16-17 and 25-26, 

16.7- 8 and 12-15, 20.21-23; the transformation of the principal Jewish 
feasts, so that Passover became the feast of the Resurrection, and Pentecost 
became the outpouring of the Spirit; the exemplar of our baptism (Mark 
1.9-11), and the name in which we are baptized (Matthew 28.19); the bible 
itself, in which the Old Testament speaks of God, while the gospels distin¬ 
guish between the Father and the Son, and the Acts of the Apostles most of 
all tells about the Holy Spirit. 

2 In addition there are the references in Paul, some that are more pre¬ 
cise, such as Galatians 4-4-6, 1 Corinthians 12.4-6, 2 Corinthians 13.13, Ro¬ 
mans 15.15-16, Ephesians 2.18, 4.3-6, and Titus 3.4-7, and others that are 
included within a longer exposition, such as Romans 5.1-5, 1 Corinthians 

2.7- 16, Ephesians 1.3-15. 21 

3 Finally, in John, chapters 14-16, the Son speaks to the Apostles about 
the Father and about the Paraclete who is to come, ‘who as the Spirit of 
truth will be given to you by the Father at the request of the Son’ (14.16), 
about the Holy Spirit ‘whom the Father will send in my name’ (14.26), 
about the Spirit of truth whom the Son will send from the Father, who pro¬ 
ceeds from the Father, and who will give testimony on behalf of the Son 
(15.26). In order to send the Spirit, the Son will leave (16.7-8), and this 
Spirit of truth who is to come ‘will teach you all truth,’ will glorify the Son, 

21 See Ch. Duquoc, ‘Le dessein salvifique et la revelation de laTrinite en Saint 
Paul,’ Lumiexeet Vie 29 (1956) 70-^83. 
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Quinta pars argumenti: Quare Spiritus sanctus cum Patre et Filio simul adorandus 
et conglonficandus est. . 

l Cuius enim realitas est stricte divina, is adorandus et glorificandus est. 
Atqui in parte tertia probavimus realitatem Spiritus esse stricte divinam. 
Ergo Spiritus est adorandus et glorificandus. 

2 Qui adorandus et glorificandus est et tamen a Patre Filioque.distingui- 
tur, is cum Patre et Filio simul est adorandus et conglorificandus. Sicut 
enim una est divinitas, ita una est adoratio et glorificatio. 

Sed in parte quarta probavimus Spiritum a Patre et Filii distingui, et nu- 
perrime eundem probavimus adorandum et glorificandum. Ergo. 


Praecedentium recapitulatio 

Quo vis argumenti darius perspiciatur, adnotentur sequential 

l Quae in parte prima, altera, et tertia adduximus, ad doctrinam vt com- 
parari possunt tamquam impletio ad promission em. Nam in vt prophetae 
Dei spiritum concipiebant non solum ut potentiam quandam superiorem 
(Is 31-3) sed etiam ut principium consilii moraliter boni (Is 30.1). Prae- 
terea, annuntiaverunt novum foedus (ler 31.31-34; cf. Heb 8.8-12); futur- 
am Spiritus effusionem (Is 32.15; Ez 36.24-32; 39.29; Ioel 3.1-5 [= 2.28-32], 
cf. Act 2.17-21); virgam de radice Iesse et servum lahve Spiritu plenum (Is 
n.i-9; 42.i; 44.3; cf. Mt 12.18; Lc 4.18, 21). 

Quibus accedit quod in libro Sapientiae docetur: Spiritum Domini im- 
plere orbem terrarum, scientiam vocis habere (1.7), in sapientia esse spiri¬ 
tum intellectualem, sanctum, omnia prospicientem, omnipotentem, omnia 
penetrantem, emanationem quandam divinae claritatis (7.22-25), atting- 
ere a fine usque ad finem et omnia disponere suaviter (8.1; cf. 12.1), docere 
disciplinam Dei et eligere opera eius (8.4). Qui tamen spiritus, notionibus 
stoicis affinis, non videtur ens quoddam inter Deum et mundum, si quidem 
Deus immediate mundum et hominem creavit et regit (1.14; 2.23; 6.7; 9.1, 
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will not speak on his own but will speak what he hears from the Son and the 
Father (16.13-15). 

Argument from sacred scripture, part 5: Therefore the Holy Spirit is to be adored and 
glorified together with the Father and the Son. 

1 One whose reality is strictly divine is to be adored and glorified. But we 
have proven in part 3 that the reality of the Spirit is strictly divine. There¬ 
fore, the Spirit is to be adored and glorified. 

2 One who is to be adored and glorified and yet is distinct from the Fa¬ 
ther and the Son is to be adored and glorified together with the Father and 
the Son. For as there is but one divinity, so there is one adoration and glo¬ 
rification. 

But in part 4 we have proven that the Spirit is distinct from the Father 
and the Son, and now we have proven that this same Spirit is to be adored 
and glorified. Therefore the Holy Spirit is to be adored and glorified to¬ 
gether with the Father and the Son. 

Summary of the foregoing 

To put the force of the argument more clearly, the following should be 
noted: • 

1 What we have set forth in parts 1, 2, and 3 may be said to stand to the 
teaching of the Old Testament as fulfilment to promise. For the Old Testa¬ 
ment prophets conceived the spirit of God not only as some superior power 
(Isaiah 31.3), but also as one who inspires [Vulgate ‘spiritus’] a morally 
good plan of action (Isaiah 30.1). Besides, they spoke of a new covenant 
(Jeremiah 31.31-34; see Hebrews 8.8-12), a future outpouring of the Spirit 
(Isaiah 32.15, Ezekiel 36.24-32; 39.29, Joel 3.1-5 [= 2.28-32]; see Acts 2.17- 
21); a shoot from the stump of Jesse and the Spirit-filled servant of Yahweh 
(Isaiah 11.1-9; 42.1; 44.3; see Matthew 12.18, Luke 4.18-21). 

To this we may add what is taught in the Book of Wisdom, that the Spirit 
of the Lord fills the whole earth and the universe knows his voice (1.7), that 
in wisdom there is a spirit that is intelligent, holy, all-surveying, all-powerful, 
all-penetrating, an emanation of the glory of God (7.22-25), traversing the 
world from one end to the other and ordering all things well (8.1; see 12.1), 
teaching God’s knowledge and choosing his works (8.4). Yet this spirit, in 
which there is some affinity with Stoic ideas, does not seem to be something 
intermediate between God and the world, since God directly created and 
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9; 11.17, 24; 15.1; 16.24), Deus facile in operibus suis cognoscitur (1.1 s.; 13. 
1-10), et solum peccatum hominem a Deo separat (1.3). 22 

2 Quae cum ita sint, fere did potest tertiam argumenti partem ea in NT 
respicere quae iam ex vt cognosci poterant, nempe Spiritum Dei esse 
unam quandam realitatem, a rebus creatis distinctam, et stricte divinam. 
Quod autem in vt haud habebatur et in nt clare proponitur, in quarta ar¬ 
gumenti parte consideratur, nempe, in reaiitate divina distingui Patrem et 
Filium et Spiritum sanctum. 

3 Quemadmodum haec trium distinctio nobis innotescat, iam in parte 
quarta diximus. Sed utiliter etiam consideratur quemadmodum eadem dis¬ 
tinctio apostolis et Christianis primaevis innotuerit. Non enim nostra et 
hodierna SS. Trinitatis notitia sed ilia quae prima aetate Christiana habeba¬ 
tur ad intelligentiam et interpretationem nt pertinet. 

Sicut enim Deus in vt revelatus est, sicut distinctio Patris et Filii in vita 
lesu et morte et resurrectione est manifestata, ita tertius Spiritus sanctus in 
tertia Dei manifestatione die pentecostes peracta notus factus est. Unde et 
supra arguimus ex ipso ordine nostrae salutis, ex festis quae eventus princi- 
pales huius historiae celebrant, ex consequenti ordine scriptorum (quarta 
argumenti pars, l). 

Ulterius, innotuit tertius Spiritus sanctus ex ipsa actuali Spiritus effusione 
quia prophetae hanc effusionem praeannuntiaverant et apostoli hanc pro- 
phetiam recordati sunt (Act 2.17-21; loel 3.1-5). 

Ulterius, innotuit tertius Spiritus sanctus ex actuali effusione quia Domi- 
nus hanc effusionem promisit (Act 1*5, 8) et apostoli promissionem recor¬ 
dati sunt (Act 2.33). 

Ulterius, innotuit tertius Spiritus sanctus ex actuali effusione quia ipse 
Spiritus effusus et acceptus erat principium ‘ut sciamus quae a Deo donata 
sunt nobis.’ i Cor 2.12; cf. Io 14.16 s. 

Ulterius, innotuit tertius Spiritus sanctus ex actuali effusione, inquantum 
Christiani super hanc effusionem et praeviam historiam salutis mentem re¬ 


rules the world and humanity (see 1.14; 2.23; 6.7; 9.1, 9; 11.17, 24; i5-i; 
16.24), God is easily known in his works (1.1—2; 13.1-10), and sin alo'ne sep¬ 
arates one from God (1.3). 22 

2 This being the case, we may say that the third part of our argument re¬ 
gards those attributes of the Spirit in the New Testament that one could al¬ 
ready ascertain from the Old Testament, namely, that the Spirit of God is 
one reality, distinct from created things, and strictly divine. In the fourth 
part we considered what could hardly be found in the Old Testament but is 
clearly expressed in the New, namely,’that in the divine reality there is a dis¬ 
tinction between Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

3 In the fourth part we have already said how we come to know this dis¬ 
tinction among the Three. But it is useful to consider how this same distinc¬ 
tion became known to the Apostles and the early Christians. For it is not our 
present-day knowledge of the Blessed Trinity but that of the first-century 
Christians that properly belongs to the task of understanding and interpret¬ 
ing the New Testament. 

For just as God was revealed in the Old Testament, and just as the distinc¬ 
tion between the Father and the Son was manifested in the life, death, and 
resurrection of Jesus, so a third person, the Holy Spirit, was made known to 
us in the third manifestation of God that took place on the day of Pentecost. 
We have demonstrated this in the fourth part of our argument, §1, from the 
order of our salvation history, from the feasts that celebrate the principal 
events of this history, and from the resulting order in the scriptures. 

The third person, the Holy Spirit, became known from the actual out¬ 
pouring of the Spirit because the prophets had predicted this outpouring 
and the apostles remembered this prophecy (Acts 2.17-21 and Joel 3.1-5 [= 
2.28-32]). 

The third person, the Holy Spirit, became known from this actual out¬ 
pouring because the Lord had promised this outpouring (Acts 1.5, 8) and 
the apostles remembered the promise (Acts 2.33). 

The third person, the Holy Spirit, became known from this actual out¬ 
pouring because the Spirit himself was poured out and received as the 
source, ‘that we may understand the gifts bestowed on us by God’ (1 Corin¬ 
thians 2.12; see John 14.16-17). 

The third person, the Holy Spirit, became known from this actual out¬ 
pouring, as Christians, through reflecting upon the outpouring itself and 

22 See Verbeke, L 'evolution de la doctrine du Pneuma 223-36. 
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flectebant ut tres operatores enumerarent; et eiusmodi sunt enuraerationes 
Paulinae (vide quartam argumenti partem, 2). 

Ulterius, innotuit tertius Spiritus sanctus ex actuali efFusione, inquantum 
ulterior reflexio meminerat Christi verba, Filium a Patre missum esse, Spir- 
itum sanctum a Patre et Filio; et eiusmodi sunt clarificationes loanneae 
(vide quartam argumenti partem, 3). 

4 Quibus perspectis, dici potest ad quodnam genus pertinuerit ilia SS. 
Trinitatis notitia quae in NT continetur et communicatur. Eiusmodi enim 
invenitur quae ex factis concretis, singularibus, immediatis exsurgit. Sicut 
enim in vt revelatur Deus inprimis ut is qui haec et haec fecit, dixit, iussit, 
promisit, minatus est, sicut in n.t revelatur Patris et Filii distinctio in dictis et 
factis Domini nostri lesu Christi, ita etiam in nt revelatur tertius Spiritus 
sanctus in factis manifestis quorum interpretatio habebatur ex prophetiis et 
promissis ad ipsa facta 23 applicatis per illuminationem ipsius Spiritus. Qua 
facta manifestatione sequuntur turn enumerauones Paulinae turn clariores 
distinctiones loanneae. 


Quod si perspicitur, euam elucet qualis fuerit subsequens doctrinae trin- 
itariae evolutio. Qui enim symbolum ‘Quicumque’ recitat, non de facds 
concretis, singularibus, immediatis cogitat, quae quoad nos priorasunt, sed 
mentem elevat ad Deum aeternum quern considerat secundum ea quae 
sunt priora quoad se, et postquam ea declaravit quae pariter de Patre, de 
Filio, de Spiritu dicuntur, ad ea deinde attendit quae aeternam Filii gener- 
adonem et aeternam Spiritus ab utroque processionem respiciunt. 

Quae subsequens consideratio non aliud dicit sed idem, nec tamen idem 
eodem modo sed aliter dicit idem. Cuius diversitatis emolumentum in eo 
est ut eorum prohiberetur error qui divinarum personarum manifesta- 
tiones cum earundem natura confunderent et ex manifestationum diversi- 
tate ad diversitatem naturae concluderent. 

Neque illud est omittendum quod, peracto hoc transitu ex prioribus 
quoad nos ad priora quoad se, eo ipso mutatur penitus quae perspectiva 


23 Non solum facta in die Pentecostes sed etiam subsequentia in altera argu¬ 
menti parte enumerata. 
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the previous history of salvadon, counted three agents. This can be seen in 
the Pauline letters referred to in the fourth part of our argument, §2. 

The third person, the Holy Spirit, became known from this actual out¬ 
pouring as further reflection brought to their minds the words of Christ 
that the Son was sent by the Father, and the Holy Spirit by the Father and 
the Son. These reflections are clearly expressed in the Johannirie writings, 
as shown above in the fourth part of our argument, §3- 

4 From this we can determine to what kind of knowledge belongs the 
knowledge of the Trinity that is found and communicated in the New Tes¬ 
tament. It is the kind of knowledge that emerges from concrete, singular, 
and immediate facts. For just as in the Old Testament God is revealed above 
all as the one who has done, said, commanded, promised. Or threatened this 
thing or that, and just as in the New Testament the distinction between the 
Father and the Son is revealed in the words and deeds of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, so also in the New Testament a third person, the Holy Spirit, is re¬ 
vealed in manifest events whose interpretation comes from the prophecies 
and promises as applied to those very events 23 through the illumination of 
the Spirit himself. From the revelation of these events follow the references 
in Paul and the clearer statements in John. 

In the light of this, the subsequent development of trinitarian doctrine 
also becomes clear. Those who recite the creed ‘Quicumque’ are not think¬ 
ing of concrete, singular, immediate facts, which are prior in respect to us, 
but raise their mind to the eternal God whom they consider.according to 
what are prior in themselves, and after clearly determining what attributes 
are predicated equally of the Father and the Son and the Spirit, they next 
turn their attention to what concerns the eternal generation of the Son and 
the eternal procession of the Spirit from both. 

This further consideration does not say anything different, but says the 
same; however, it says the same not in the same way but in a different way. 
The advantage of this diversity is that it obviates the error of those who 
would confuse these manifestations of the divine persons with their nature 
and from the diversity in the manifestations would conclude to a diversity of 
nature. 

Nor should we overlook this fact, that the transition from what are prior 
with respect to us to what are prior in themselves profoundly changes the 


23 Not only those that happened on Pentecost but also the later ones mentioned 
in the second part of the argument. 
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dicitur sub qua omnia considerantur. Cuius mutationis sicut ignorantia 
alios quidem facit archaistas et alios anachronistas, ita eiusdem intelligentia 
utrorumque excludit errorem. 

Appendix: de symbolis apud S. Paulum 

Quamvis modo generali in nt constet de tribus distinctis, Patre nempe et 
Filio et Spiritu sancto, attamen circa S. Paulum moventur dubia de reali 
Spiritus distinctione. 

1 Quorum primum est eum forte de distincta quadam personificatione 
cogitasse non autem de distincta persona. Facilior enim apud eum erat per- 
sonificationis usus, uti in iis perspicitur quae de peccato et morte dixit. Ita 
Romanos docuit peccatum intrasse in mundum (5-12), regnasse (5.21) in 
corpore vestro mortali (6.12), corpus habere (6.6), habere membra vestra 
ut instrumenta (6.13), dominari (6.14), habere servos (6.16) et stipendia 
(6.23), unde homines in peccato manere (6.1) etvivere (6.2), cui tamen alii 
mortui sint (6.10, 11) et ab eo iustificati (6.7) et liberati (6.18, 22). Quibus 
alia faciliter adduntur. Quam ob causam, etsi Paulus dixerit Spiritum pro¬ 
funda Dei scrutari (1 Cor 2.10), novisse (1 Cor 2.11), etoperari et dividere 
singulis prout velit (1 Cor 12.11), etiam dixit quae personae divinae haud 
congruant, Spiritum videlicet clamare (Gal 4.6), postulare pro nobis gemi- 
tibus inenarrabilibus (Rom 8.26), contristari (Eph 4.30), effundi et dari 
(Rom 5.5), implere homines, et exstingui (1 Th 5.19). 

2 Quibus accedit S. Paulum saepissime turn ‘in Christo’ turn ‘in Spiritu’ 
idixisse quin tamen ulla differentia detegi posset inter has nominaliter di- 
versas expressiones. 

3 Tertio denique S. Paulus non solum novissimum Adam Iesum nominav- 
it ‘spiritum vivificantem’ (1 Cor 15.45) sed etiam verbis explicitis idendfi- 
cavit ‘Dominum’ et ‘Spiritum’ (2 Cor 3.17). 

4 Ad primum dicendum distinctionem propositam inter personification- 
em et personam non parum videri anachronisdcam. Ratio enim personae, 
prout in controversiis saec. iv clarificata est, a S. Paulo elaborata et adhibita 
fuisse non videtur. At, praeterea, alius est usus ‘personificationis’ qui in arte 
quadam reflexa et conscia sive poetica sive rhetorica adhibetur, et alius est 
spontaneus omnino ille modus apprehendendi, cogitandi, loquendi qui 
symbolicus nominatur et in eo consistit quod sensibilitas et affectus, mens 
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perspective from which all things are considered. Just as it is ignorance of 
this change that makes some people archaists and other anachronists, so 
does the understanding of it dispel the error on both sides. 

Excursus: The use of symbols in St Paul 

Although it is clear that the New Testament in general speaks of three dis¬ 
tinct persons, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, nevertheless some 
doubts have been raised concerning the real distinction of the Spirit in the 
Pauline writings. 

1 The first of these is whether Paul may have been thinking of a distinct 
personification rather than a distinct person. He used personification quite 
readily, as is evident when he speaks of sin and death. Thus in Romans he 
says that sin entered into the world (5.12), reigned (5.21), is in your mortal 
body (6.12), has a body (6.6), uses your members as instruments (6.13), 
dominates (6.14), has slaves (6.16) and wages (6.23) , whereby people re¬ 
main in sin (6.1) and live in sin (6.2), to which, however, some are dead 
(6.10-11), are finished with sin (6.7) and freed from it (6.18,22). We could 
easily add other texts. For this reason then, although Paul said that the Spir¬ 
it searches the depths of God (1 Corinthians 2.10), knows (1 Corinthians 
2.11), and performs works and allots to each one individually as the Spirit 
chooses (1 Corinthians 12.11), he also made statements about the Spirit 
that are hardly appropriate to a divine person, such as ‘cries out’ (Galatians 
4.6), ‘intercedes for us with sighs too deep for words’ (Romans 8.26), ‘is sad¬ 
dened’ (Ephesians 4.30), ‘is poured out and given’ (Romans 5.5), ‘fills peo¬ 
ple, and is quenched’ (1 Thessalonians 5.19). 

2 The second doubt concerns the fact that Paul very frequently used both 
‘in Christ’ and ‘in the Spirit’ without any discernible difference between 
these verbally different expressions. 

3 The third doubt arises from the fact that Paul not only called the last 
Adam, Jesus, ‘a life-giving spirit’ (1 Corinthians 15.45), hut also explicitly 
identified ‘Lord’ and ‘Spirit’ (2 Corinthians 3.17). 

4 As to the first doubt expressed above, the distinction between personi¬ 
fication and person seems to be somewhat anachronistic. For the notion of 
person, as clarified in the course of the fourth-century controversies, seems 
not to have been developed and used by Paul. But besides, ‘personification’ 
is used in one way consciously and reflectively in the art of poetry or rheto¬ 
ric and in a different way in that quite spontaneous manner of apprehend¬ 
ing, thinking, and speaking which is called symbolic and consists in the fact 
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et voluntas, non quasi separantur ut seorsum operentur sed per modum 
unius totum exprimunt hominem toti cuidam realitati respondentem 
atque iam fere agentem. 

Iam vero apud S. Paulum multa symbolice esse dicta constat. Quae tamen 
symbola non tantum experientiam interiorem exprimunt sed etiam verum 
de rebus communicant. Quae enim in Rom, cc. 5-7, symbolice de peccato 
dicuntur, tam breviter quam efficaciter iterant saltern atque significant lon- 
gum ilium atque veracem peccantium et peccatorum catalogum, unde ead- 
em ad Romanos ordiatur epistula (1.8-3.20). 

Quod autem in peccato illustravimus, idem universaliter de locutione 
symbolica intelligendum est. Non minus quam scientifica, symbolica locu- 
tio et verum quoddam intendit et falsa esse potest. Sicut enim sunt vera sci- 
entifice nota, etiam sunt vera symbolice communicata; et sicut sunt 
opiniones scientificae iam pridem universaliter derelictae, ita etiam sunt 
mythi. Quod inter haec genera intercedit neque in intentione veri neque 
in possibilitate falsi invenitur sed in diversa comparatione inter modum 
cognoscendi et modum essendi. Unus est rebus essendi modus, sed non 
unus est hominibus modus cognoscendi. Qui scientifice cognoscit, univer¬ 
saliter cognoscit; quae tamen universalitas non rebus competit (quasi sub- 
sisterent universalia) sed scientifico cognoscendi modo. Qui symbolice 
apprehendit et loquitur, ita modum cognitionis adhibet imaginibus vivi- 
dum et affectibus plenum, ut tamen reflectenti discernendum est inter ea 
quae ipsis rebus attribuenda sunt et ea quae huic cognoscendi modo depu- 
tari oportet. 

5 Quod si saepe S. Paulus modo symbolico loquitur, nullam prorsus diffi- 
cultatem facere potest quod de Spiritu sancto non solum symbola commu- 
nia et perantiqua adhibet (Spiritum nempe effundi, dari, homines implere, 
unde fiant sancti, Spiritu pleni vel impleti) sed etiam propria atque nova 
eaque audactiora invenit (uti Spiritum clamare, gemitibus inenarrabilibus 
postulare, contristari, extingui), quorum tamen sensus nulli obscurus est. 

Quod si conceditur S. Paulum de Spiritu symbolice esse locutum, non 
ideo conceditur nihil reale symbolis esse significatum nihilve verum esse 
dictum. Spiritus eo magis asseritur esse realis qui effundi, implere, clamare, 
postulare, contristari dicitur, non quod realis sit quasi aquae effusio vel re¬ 
alis quasi in vase impletio, vel reaiis vox clamantis, vel realis gemitus postu- 
lantis, vel realis affectus sensibiliter contristati, sed quia non minus realis est 


that human sensibility and affectivity on the one hand and mind and will on 
the other are not somehow so separated that they operate independently of 
each other, but rather in a unified way express the whole person respond¬ 
ing to some total reality and already virtually in action. 

Now, it is clear that in Paul many things are said symbolically. Yet these 
symbols not only express his interior experience but also communicate 
truth about things. What is said symbolically in Romans 5-7 about sin at 
least repeats briefly and effectively and with the same import the long and 
truthful catalogue of sinners and sins with which he begins that letter (1.8- 
3 - 20 ). 

What we have illustrated here concerning sin is to be understood about 
all symbolic language. No less than scientific language, symbolic language 
intends a truth yet can be wrong. Just as there are truths known scientifical¬ 
ly, so also are there truths communicated symbolically; and just as there are 
scientific opinions that have long been totally abandoned, so also are there 
myths. The difference between these two kinds of language lies neither in 
their intention of truth nor in the possibility of error but in the different re¬ 
lations between the way of knowing and the way of being. Things have only 
one way of being, but humans do not have only one way of knowing. One 
who knows scientifically knows universally; but this universality does not be¬ 
long to things (as if universals subsisted) but to the scientific way of know¬ 
ing. One who apprehends and speaks symbolically is using a way of knowing 
that is full of vivid imagery and feeling, but nevertheless by reflecting one 
can distinguish between what are to be attributed to the things themselves 
and what are to be ascribed to this way of knowing. 

5 But if Paul often speaks in a symbolic manner, absolutely no difficulty is 
presented by the fact that he uses not only commonplace and age-old sym¬ 
bols concerning the Holy Spirit, such as to be poured out, to be given, to fill 
people making them holy. Spirit-filled, but also introduces new and bolder 
expressions of his own, such as the Spirit crying out, interceding with sighs 
too deep for words, being saddened, and quenched, the meaning of which 
is clear to everyone. 

But if we grant that Paul spoke symbolically about the Spirit we do not 
thereby grant that by these symbols nothing real is signified or nothing true 
spoken. The Spirit who is said to be poured out, to fill, to cry out, to inter¬ 
cede, and to be saddened is all the more asserted to be real, not because he 
is real as an outpouring of water or real as the filling of a vessel, or a real 
voice of one crying out, or a real sighing of someone interceding, or a real 
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Spiritus quam realis est aqua quae effunditur, vel vas quod impletur, vel cla- 
mantis vox, po&tulantis gemitus, contristati affectus. 

At iterum si conceditur Paulum symbolice de Spiritu loqui, non ideo con- 
ceditur eum nisi symbolice non esse locutum. Quam unitatem quamque 
caritatem inter Corinthios voluit Paulus, earn Spiritui attribuit. Multae sunt 
gratiae sed un.us idemque est Spiritus (l Cor 12.4, 7-u); multi sunt hom¬ 
ines, servi et liberi, ludaei et Gentiles, sed in uno Spiritu membra unius 
sunt corporis (1 Cor 12.12 ss.). Num ergo mentem S. Pauli assequitur qui 
realem quidem dicit gratiarum multiplicitatem et hominum diversitatem, 
unitatis vero fontem et principium nisi symbolice unum non admittit. 

Sed praeterea dixit Paulus Deum per Spiritum suum nobis mysteria reve- 
lasse, Spiritum profunda Dei scrutari et quae Dei sunt novisse, unde nos, ac- 
cepto Spiritu, scire quae a Deo donata sunt nobis, caeteros vero Spiritu non 
illuminatos eadem intelligere non posse (1 Cor 2.10-14). Num ergo vera est 
divina cognitio, vera revelatio, vera dona nobis data, Vera scientia in nobis 
accepta, vera ignorantia in aliis inventa, sed symbolica tantummodo ilia re¬ 
rum divinarum cognitio quae Spiritui attribuitur? 

6 Dices tamen: neminem dubitare de realitate divina, de unitate divina, 
de scientia divina; haec quidem omnia esse realia, eaque symbolis Paulinis 
significari. Sed inter eos qui symbolice apprehendunt, cogitant, loquuntur, 
vigere videtur illud ‘quot nomina, tot numina’; et ideo probandum est non 
solum divinam realitatem, unitatem, scientiam existere sed etiam alium 
praeter Patrem et Filium esse.realem et divinum et scientem. 

Respondetur hac in obiectione distinguendum esse, inter (1) theoriam 
quandam de symbolis et (2) legitimam quaestionem. ut scilicet probetur 
eundem Spiritum esse realem, divinum, scientem, et a Patre Filioque dis- 
tinctum. 

Ad legitimam quaestionem dicimus S. Paulum suam de Spiritu doctri- 
nam non systematice exposuisse. Multis enim et diversis significationibus 
adhibetur vox ‘spiritus,’ et ideo legenti relinquitur in singulis casibus deter- 
minare quonam sensu haec vox adhibita sit. Deinde, omnia quae Spiritum 
respiciunt non uno in loco colliguntur ut manifestum sit eundem esse et re- 
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feeling of one who is sad, but because the Spirit himself is no less real than 
water poured out or a vessel being filled or a voice crying out or the sighs of 
one interceding or the feeling of one who is sad. 

But again, if we grant that Paul speaks symbolically about the Spirit, we 
do not thereby grant that he never speaks other than symbolically. The 
unity and charity that Paul wants the Corinthians to have, he attributes to 
the Spirit. Graces are many, but the Spirit is one and the same (1 Corin¬ 
thians 12.4, 7-11); there are many people, slaves and free, Jews and 
Gentiles, but in the one Spirit they are members of one body (1 Corin¬ 
thians 12.12-27). Is one being faithful, then, to the mind of St Paul in af¬ 
firming that the multiplicity of graces and the diversity among people are 
real, yet insisting that the source and principle of unity is only symbolical¬ 
ly one. 

Furthermore, Paul taught that God revealed the mysteries to us through 
his Spirit, that the Spirit searches the depths of God and knows the things 
of God, whence we, having received the Spirit, know what God has given 
us, while the others who have not been enlightened by the Spirit cannot 
understand these things (1 Corinthians 2.10-14). Is, therefore, divine 
knowledge true, is revelation true, are the gifts given to us true, is the 
knowledge received in us true, and the ignorance found in others true, 
whereas the knowledge of divine realities that is attributed to the Spirit is 
merely symbolic? 

6 You may object that no one doubts about the divine reality, unity, and 
knowledge; all these are real and are signified by symbols in Paul. But 
among those people who apprehend, think, and speak symbolically, the dic¬ 
tum, quot nomina , tot numina , ‘as many deities as there are names,’ seems to 
apply. Therefore not only must the divine reality, unity, and knowledge be 
proven to exist, but it also must be shown that there is another one distinct 
from the Father and the Son who is real and divine and has knowledge. 

We reply that, in answering this objection we must distinguish between 
(1) a theory of symbols and (2) the legitimate question, so as to prove that 
the same Spirit is real, divine, has knowledge, and is distinct from the Fa¬ 
ther and the Son. 

As to the legitimate question we say that Paul did not expound his doc¬ 
trine of the Spirit systematically. The word ‘spirit’ is used with many differ¬ 
ent meanings, and therefore it is left to the reader in each case to 
determine in what sense this word is being used. Again, not all references to 
the Spirit are brought together in one place so that it is clear that the same 
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alem et divinum et scientem et a Patre Filioque distinctum; sed alibi magis 
apparet realitas, alibi divinitas, alibi scientia, alibi distinctio. 

Quas ob causas, quicumque magis systematice loquitur quam ipse Paulus, 
sive personificationem sive personam dicit, eo ipso ultra textum quodam- 
modo progreditur. Aliter tamen et aliter, nam qui personificationem dicit, 
in graviores incidit difficultates ubi de distinctione agitur. E. g., si Spiritus 
qua realis est identicus cum Patre vel Filio sed qua disdnctus est symbolum, 
tunc apud Gal 4.4-6, ubi Pater mitdt Filium et deinde Spiritum Filii, aut Pa¬ 
ter realitefr mittit se ipsum aut realiter bis mitdt Filium. Qui vero personam 
dicit, ita dicta Paulina in unum coniungit ut ultra NT non progrediatur. Si 
enim minus synthetice proposita est doctrina Paulina, magis in unum re- 
dacta est Ioannea. Si narrationes pleniores in Acdbus Apostolorum inven- 
tae, in scriptis Paulinis desunt, non ideo in NT desunt. Ubi denique in nt 
habetur obscuritas, consuli potest traditio; et ubi traditio silere videtur, lo¬ 
quitur ecclesia. 

7 Ad alteram vero obiectionem, idem nempe significare turn ‘in Christo’ 
turn ‘in Spiritu,’ concedimus differentiam non faciliter perspici si quidem 
una est essentia et una operatio Filii divini et Spiritus sancti. Nullam autem 
esse differentiam negavit F. Prat quia multis in locis, ubi dicitur ‘in Christo,’ 
substitui non potest ‘in Spiritu,’ scilicet, ubi Deus Pater nos amat, eligit, 
praedestinat in Christo, ubi Christus consideratur qua redemptor, et ubi ‘in 
Christo’ significat fere Christianum vel modum chrisuanum. 24 

8 Ad tertiam denique obiectionem, quae ex 1 Cor 15.45 et 2 Cor 3.17 hau- 
ritur, dicendum est nullam confusionem Filii et Spiritus ex primo loco 
probari, si quidem nomen ‘spiritus’ multipliciter a S. Paulo adhibetur et 
ideo nullatenus necesse est ut, ubicumque legitur ‘spiritus,’ ibi intelligatur 
Spiritus sanctus. Quantum autem ad alterum attinet locum, quam maxima 
est exegetarum turn antiquorum turn recentiorum sentiendi diversitas. 25 


Spirit is real and divine and has knowledge and is distinct from the Father 
and the Son; instead, the reality, the divinity, the knowledge, and the dis¬ 
tinctness of the Spirit are found in various places. 

For these reasons, whoever speaks more systematically than Paul himself, 
whether talking about personification or about person, by that fact goes, in 
a way, beyond the text. Yet this happens in different ways, for one who talks 
about personification gets into more serious difficulties when dealing with 
the question of distinctness. For example, if the Spirit as real is identical 
with the Father or with the Son but as distinct is a symbol, then in Galatians 
4.4-6, where the Father sends the Son and then the Spirit of the Son, the 
Father either really sends himself or really sends the Son twice. But one who 
talks about person brings the Pauline expressions into unity without going 
beyond the New Testament. For if the Pauline doctrine is presented less 
concisely, the Johannine doctrine is more unified. If those lengthier ac¬ 
counts found in the Acts of the Apostles are not found in Paul, they are still 
not absent from the New Testament. Finally, where there is obscurity in the 
New Testament, one can consult the tradition; and where the tradition 
seems to be silent, the church speaks. 

7 As to the second objection, that in Paul the expressions ‘in Christ’ and 
‘in the Spirit’ mean the same, we grant that the difference is not easy to see, 
since the divine Son and the Holy Spirit have the one essence arid the one 
operation. F. Prat denies that there is no difference, because in many places 
where the words ‘in Christ’ are used, the words ‘in the Spirit’ cannot be sub¬ 
stituted - for example, where God the Father loves, chooses, and predes¬ 
tines, us in Christ, where Christ is considered as redeemer, and where ‘in 
Christ’ indicates in a general sense what is Christian, or the Christian way. 24 

8 As to the third objection, taken from 1 Corinthians 15.45 and 2 Corin¬ 
thians 3.17, it must be said that no identification of the Son and the Spirit is 
proven by the first text, since Paul uses ‘spirit’ in many different ways and 
therefore it is not at all necessary to understand ‘spirit’ as referring to the 
Holy Spirit wherever it occurs. Concerning the second text, however, there 
is a very great diversity of opinion among exegetes, ancient and modern. 25 

24 Fernand Prat, La theolQgie de S. Paul, deuxieme partie (Paris: Gabriel 
Beauchesne, Editeur, 1929) 479-80. [In English: The Theology of Saint Paul, vol. 
2, trans. John L. Stoddard, from the 10th French edition (Westminster, md: 
Newman, 1952) 394 — 95 -] 

25 Bernardin Schneider, Dominus autem Spiritus est (II Cor. 3, 17a) ho dekyrios to 
pneuma estin: Studium exegeticum (Rome: Officium Libri Catholici, 1951), 
extensive bibliography [pp. 185-204]. Earlier authors: Urban Holzmeister 
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Circiter triginta (non tamen omnes) Patres intelligunt Spiritum dici 
Deum; quae tamen sententia hodie derelicta est. 

Inde a saec. XIX rationalistae locum invocant ad affirmandam identi- 
tatem Christi et Spiritus. Ita twnt. 

F. Prat, Alio, Bonsirven, Spicq, et paulo aliter Lebreton Dominum dicunt 
Christum, ‘spiritum’ vero intelligunt in oppositione ad litteram. 

Non pauci hodierni nostrum versiculum intelligunt exegesin citationis 
praecedentis; eo sensu Dominus est Spiritus, quo qui in citatione nomina- 
tur ‘Dominus’ ille est Spiritus sanctus. Obicit Schweizer hanc interpreta- 
tionem exigere articulum neutrum uti Gal 4.25; sed responderi potest 
allegando 1 Cor 10.4. 

Danielou attendit ad Lam 4.20 (lxx): Spiritus oris eius Christus Domi¬ 
nus. Cf. Lyonnet, mss. 154-58. 
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Approximately thirty, but not all, of the Fathers take the word ‘Spirit’ to 
refer to God. This opinion is now abandoned. 

From the nineteenth century on, rationalists have been appealing to this 
text to assert the identity between Christ and the Spirit. Thus the Theologi- 
sches Worterbuch der Neuen Testament. 

Prat, Alio, Bonsirven, Spicq, and, in a slightly different way, Lebreton, 
take ‘Lord’ to refer to Christ and understand ‘the spirit’ as opposed to ‘the 
letter.’ 

A good number of contemporary authors understand 2 Corinthians 3.17 
as an exegesis of the quotation [Exodus 34.34] immediately preceding it: 
the Lord is the Spirit in the sense in which the one called ‘Lord’ in the text 
just quoted is the Holy Spirit. Schweizer objected that this interpretation re¬ 
quires the neuter article, as in Galatians 4.25; but this objection can be 
countered by adducing 1 Corinthians 10.4. 

Danielou refers to Lamentations 4.20 (lxx): The spirit of his mouth is 


and Anton Scholz, Dominus autem Spiritus est, 2 Cor. 3, 17 (Innsbruck: F. Rauch 
[C. Pustet], 1908). Prat, Latheologie de saint Paul, deuxieme partie, note T, 522- 
29 [ The Theology of Saint Paul 435-41 ] • Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Tiinite, 
1, noteF, 611-15. Ernest Bernard Alio, Saint Paul: Seconde epitre aux Corinthiens 
(Paris: J. Gabalda, 1956) 93 - 96 .103-11. Karl Prumm, ‘Der Abschnitt uber die 
Doxa des Apostolats 2 Kor 3,1-4,6 in der Deutung des Hi .Johannes Chrysos- 
tomus: Eine Untersuchung zur Auslegungsgeschichte des paulinischen 
Pneuma,’ Biblica (1949) 161-96; 377-400; ‘Gal und 2 Kor - Ein lehrgehaltli- 
cher Vergleich,’ Biblica 31 (1950) 27-72; ‘Rom 1-11 und 2 Kor 3,’ ibid. 164- 
203; ‘Die katholische Auslegung von 2 Kor 3,17a in den letzten vier Jahrze- 
hnten nach ihren Hauptrichtungen,’ ibid. 316-45, 459-82; Biblica l (1951) 
1-24. K. Prumm, ‘Israels Kehr zum Geist: 2 Kor 3, 17a im Verstandnis der Erst- 
leser,’ Zeitschrifi fur katholische Theologie 72 (1950) 385-442. 

More recent authors: Stanislaus Lyonnet, ‘S. Cyrille d’Alexandrie et 2 Cor 
3, 17,’ Biblica 32 (1951) 25-31. Jean Danielou, ‘Christos Kyrios: Une citation 
des Lamentations de Jeremie dans les Testimonial Reckerches de science religieuse 
[MelangesJules Lebreton ] 39 ( 1951 - 52 ) 338-52 (Lamentations 4.20); see M. Zer- 
wick, ‘Christus Dominus,’ Verbum Domini: Commentarii de re biblica 30 (1952) 
176-77. Bernardin Schneider, ‘Letter to the Editor of CBQf Catholic Biblical 
Quarterly 15 (1953) 87; ‘The Meaning of St. Paul’s Antithesis ‘The Letter and 
the Spirit,’” ibid. 163-207. Prosper Grech, ‘2 Corinthians 3, 17 and the 
Pauline Doctrine of Conversion to the Holy Spirit,’ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
17 ( 1955 ) 420-37. Stanislaus Lyonnet, Exegesis epistulae secundae ad Corinthios, 
mss (Rome: Pontificium Institutum Biblicum; reproduction of typescript, 
1955 - 56 ) 151-65. to which we are indebted, twnt vi, 415-17 [tdnt vi, 417- 
20] (Schweizer). Ingo Hermann, Kyrios und Pneuma: Studien zur Christologie der 
paulinischen Hauptbriefe (Munchen: Kosel-Verlag, 1961). 
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Quam denique proposuit sententiam Cyr. Alex., caeteris non minus 
probabilem iudicat Lyonnet, mss, 162 ss., lit scilicet ‘Dominus’ significet 
Christum, spiritum vivificantem (1 Cor 1545), cuius est Spiritus sanctus 
(Gal 4-6). Admittitur difficultas ex identificatione, Dominus est Spiritus, 
quae tamen dicitur dynamica; adferuntur Litt. Encycl., Mystici Corporis, §77 
(ed. Tromp. p. 48) nota in hac editione p. 139 posita, et Malevez, Nouv. rev. 
theol, 61-62, 1945,1011 s. 


Scholae exegeticae remittimus profundiorem harum sententiarum intel- 
ligentiam solidumque iudicium. 

Doctrina patristic a 26 

1 Uti notat Prestige, ipsa nomina ‘spiritus’ et ‘sanctus’ singillatim consider- 
ata principaliter Deum dicunt, si quidem Deus est et supremus. spiritus et 
summa sanctitas. 27 At sicut in NT ita etiam apud Clementem Romanum, 
adhibetur ‘Spiritus sanctus’ ut nomen proprium. 28 Neque huius sancti Spir¬ 
itus obscura est divinitas, si quidem sine differentia dixit Ignatius Antioche- 
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Christ the Lord. See Lyonnet, mss. Exegesis epistulae secundae ad Corinthios 
154-58. 

Lyonnet (ibid. 162-65) judges the opinion proposed by Cyril of Alexan¬ 
dria to be no less probable than the others, namely, that ‘Lord’ refers to 
Christ, the ‘life-giving spirit’ (1 Corinthians 1545), whose spirit is the Holy 
Spirit (Galatians 4.6). The difficulty from the identification, ‘the Lord is the 
Spirit,’ is admitted, which nevertheless is said to be understood in terms of 
operation. Reference is made to the encyclical Mystici Corporis, §77, edited 
by Sebastian Tromp [De myslico lesu Christi corpore deque nostra in eo cum Chris¬ 
to coniunctione: ‘mystici corporis Christi’29 iun. 1943, 3rd edition (Rome: Pon- 
tificiae Universitatis Gregorianae, 1958] 48, and noted in this [third] 
edition on p. 139, and to L. Malevez, 'Quelques enseignements de l’ericy- 
clique “Mystici Corporis Christi,”’ Nouvelle revue theologique 67:2, no. 4 
(1945) 403 (1011) -404 (1012). 

We refer the reader to the exegetes for a deeper understanding and 
sound judgment on these opinions. 

Teaching of the Fathers 1 ^ 

1 As Prestige notes, the words ‘spirit’ and ‘holy’ taken by themselves refer 
principally to God, since God is the supreme spirit and holiness itself. 27 But 
as in the New Testament, so also in Clemen t of Rome, the expression ‘Holy 
Spirit’ is used as a proper name. 28 Nor is the divinity of this Holy Spirit ob¬ 
scure, since Ignatius of Antioch spoke indifferently of Jesus Christ as being 


26 Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite, II, 275-77 (Clement of Rome), 326-31 
(Ignatius of Antioch), 340 (Letter of Barnabas), 393 (Pseudo-Clement), 471- 
80 (Justin), 490 (Tatian), 496, 504 (Athenagoras), 510, 513 (Theophilus of 
Antioch), 548-51, 560-75, 576, 579. 581, 583. 601-14 (Irenaeus). Aeby, Lesmis¬ 
sions divines 58-67 (Irenaeus),80-85 (Tertullian), 97-99 (Hippolytus), 112-15 
(Novatian), 132-35 (Clement of Alexandria). Adhemar d’Ales, ‘La doctrine 
de l’Esprit en saint Irenee,’ Recherches de science religieuse 14 (1924) 497-538. 
Bardy, ‘Origene,’ dtc xi (22) 1518-25. Lebreton, ‘La theologie de la Trinite 
chez Clement d’Alexandrie,’ Recherches de science religieuse 34 (1947) 55-76. 

Theodor Rusch, Die Entstehung der Lehre vom Heiligen Geist (Zurich: Zwingli- 
Verlag, 1952). Prestige, God in Patristic Thought 17-24, 80-93. Hermann Dor- 
ries, De Spiritu Sancto: Der Beitrag des Basilius zum Abschluss des trinitarischen Dog¬ 
mas (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1956). 

27 Prestige, Cod in Patristic Thought 17-24. 

28 Clement of Rome, Epistle l to the Corinthians, 63:2; ep 29. 
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nus lesum Christum esse ‘et ex Maria et ex Deo’ et deinde ‘ex semine 
quidem David, Spiritu autem Sancto.’ 29 

2 Sicut in scripturis, ita etiam in prioribus his auctoribus Spiritus est et 
vivificans et qui per prophetas locutus est. 

Ita in templo Dei Patris aedificando ait Ignatius Antiochenus lapides in 
altum tolli per crucem, lesu Christi machinam, et per funem, Spiritum 
sanctum. 30 Interiores hominum status comparat Hermas: in eo qui longan- 
imis patitur, manet spiritus sanctus; in iracundo alius etiam adest spiritus 
qui prioris praesentiam obscurat. 31 Tatianus Spiritum Dei non in omnibus 
animabus inhabitare docuit sed in iis qui iuste conversatitur. 32 Irenaeus 
non solum interiorem Spiritus operationem descripsit sed etiam media- 
tionem ecclesiae; unde et conclusit, ‘Ubi enim ecclesia, ibi et Spiritus Dei; 
etubi Spiritus Dei, illic ecclesia et omnis gratia; Spiritus autem veritas.’ 33 

Spiritum sanctum per prophetas esse locutum communiter in citandis 
scripturis supponitur. 34 At qui olim prophetis usus est Spiritus, idem nunc 
ecclesiam dirigit. In Spiritu enim Apostoli eos probaverunt qui futuri erant 
episcopi et diaconi. 35 In Spiritu scripsit Clemens Romanus ad Corinthios. 36 
. Quinam in Spiritu loquentes fuerint prophetae et quinam pseudoproph- 
etae, discernendi regulas tradidit Didache, 37 More prophetarum decrevit 
Ignatius Antiochenus monarchiam episcopalem. 38 In Hermae Pastore expli¬ 
cate quantum distet oraculorum consultatio ab immediata et authentica 
Spiritus actione. 39 
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‘both from Mary and from God’ and ‘from the seed of David but also from 
the Holy Spirit.’ 29 

2 As in the scriptures, so also in these earlier writers the Spirit is both the 
life-giver and the one who spoke through the prophets. 

Thus, Ignatius of Antioch says that in the building of the temple of God 
the Father the stones were lifted up by the cross, the hoist used by Jesus 
Christ, and by the rope, the Holy Spirit. 30 Hermas compares interior states 
in various people: in one who is long-suffering, a holy spirit dwells; in the 
irascible person there is another spirit which obscures the presence of the 
former 31 Tatian taught that the Spirit of God does not dwell in the souls of 
all, but only in those who live uprightly. 32 Irenaeus described not only the 
interior operation of the Spirit but also the mediation of the church; hence 
he concluded, ‘Where the church is, there is the Spirit of God; and where 
the Spirit of God is, there is the church and all grace; and the Spirit is 
truth.’ 33 

That the Holy Spirit spoke through the prophets is universally taken for 
granted in quoting the scriptures. 34 But the same Spirit who formerly made 
use of the prophets now directs the church. For in the Spirit the Apostles 
approved of those who were to become bishops and deacons. 35 Clement of 
Rome wrote to the Corinthians in the Spirit 36 The Didache gave the rules 
for discerning which prophets spoke in the Spirit and which were false 
prophets. 37 In the manner of the prophets, Ignatius of Antioch determined 
that the authority of bishops was monarchical. 38 In The Shepherd of Hermas 
there is an explanation of how far removed the consulting of oracles is from 
the direct and authentic action of the Spirit. 39 


29 Ignatius of Antioch, Epistle to the Ephesians, 7:2 and 18:2; ep 39 [mg 5, 649 and 
652] and 42 [mg 5, 660]. 

30 Ignatius of Antioch, Epistle to the Ephesians, 9:1; ep 40 [mg 5, 652]. 

31 The Shepherd of Hermas, Mand., v, 1, 2-3 [mg 2, 921]. 

32 Tatian, Adversus Graecos, 13:2, 3; ep 158 [mg 6, 833 and 836]. 

33 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, in, 24, 1; Harvey, n, 131-32; ep 226. 

34 Clement of Rome, Epistle I to the Corinthians, 13:1 [mg 1, 236]. Justin, Apologia, 
1, 44:1 [mg 6,393]; Dialogus cum Tryphone, 25:1 [mg 6, 529]. Athenagoras, Lega- 
tio pro Christianis, 9:1; ep 163 [mg 6, 908], where the Spirit is compared to 
prophecy as the music is to the flute. 

35 Clement of Rome, Epistle I to the Corinthians, 42:4; ep 20 [mg 1, 292—93]. 

36 Clement of Rome, Epistle I to the Corinthians, 63:2; ep 29. 

37 Didache, xi, 7-12. 

38 Ignatius of Antioch, Epistle to the Philadelphians, 7:1-2 [mg 5, 832-33]. 

39 The Shepherd of Hermas, Mand., xi, 5. 
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3 Pedetentim e tribus nominatis ad tres numerates proceditur ut de tria- 
de vel trinitate, quae caeteris omnibus antecellit, mens reflectatur. 

Tres simul nominari habetur turn in visione Isaiae a ludaeo-christianis 
interpretata 40 turn in aliis locis supra memoratis 41 turn etiam sequentibus: 

Nonne unum Deum habemus et unum Christum et unum Spiritum gratiae 
super nos effusum, et una vocatio est in Christo. 42 

Subiecti estote episcopo et vobis mutuo, ut lesus Chriscus Patri secundum 
carnem, et apostoli Christo et Patri et Spiritui, ut unio sit camalis et spiritu- 
alis. 48 

lustinus non solum tres nominat, ubi baptismum 44 describit et eucharis- 
tiam 45 sed etiam ut atheismi crimen refutet Christianos docet Patrem 
adorare et Filium et angelorum exercitum et Spiritum sanctum 46 

A quo enumerationis ordine recessit Athenagoras docens Christianos 
non atheos esse quia ‘Deum Patrem et Filium Deum et Spiritum sanctum 
asserunt, ac eorum et unione potentiam et in ordine distinctionem demon- 
strant... sed et multitudinem angelorum et ministrorum agnoscimus ,.. 47 Et 
iterum: 

Quemadmodum enim Deum dicimus et Filium Verbum ipsius et Spiritum 
sanctum, unitos secundum virtutem, Patrem et Filium et Spiritum sanctum, 
quia mens, verbum et sapientia Filius Patris, effluvium autem ut lumen ab 
igne Spiritus; sic alias esse potestates accipimus, quae circa materiam et ope 
materiae principatum exercent. 48 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


393 Part 2: Five Theses - Thesis 2 

3 There was a gradual process from three by name to three in number, 
through intellectual reflection upon the triad or trinity, which excels all 
others. 

The numbering of the Three together is found both in the vision of Isai¬ 
ah as interpreted by the Judeo-Christians 40 in other places mentioned 
above, 41 and in the following passages: 

Do we not have one God and one Christ and one Spirit of grace 
poured out upon us; and is there not one calling in Christ? 42 

Be subject to the bishop and to one another, as Jesus Christ in his 
flesh was to the Father, and the Apostles were to Christ, the Father, 
and the Spirit, so that there may be a union in both flesh and spirit. 48 

Justin not only names three when he describes baptism 44 and the Eucha¬ 
rist, 45 but also in order to refute the charge of atheism teaches that Chris¬ 
tians adore the Father and the Son and the angelic host and the Holy 
Spirit. 46 

Athenagoras departs from the order in this enumeration in teaching that 
Christians were not atheists since ‘they affirm God the Father and God the 
Son and the Holy Spirit and demonstrate their power in their union and 
their ordered distinction ... but we also recognize the multitude of angels 
and ministers ...’ 47 And again, 

For as we say that God and the Son, his Word, and the Holy Spirit are 
united in power, Father and Son and Holy Spirit, because the mind, 
the word, and the wisdom is the Son of the Father, while the emana¬ 
tion, like light from fire, is the Spirit; so do we admit other powers 
who exercise dominion over matter and by means of .matter. 48 

40 See above, pp. 60-63. 

41 Pp. 306-13. 

42 Clement of Rome, Epistle / to the Corinthians , 46:6, ep 23 [mg x, 304]; see 58:2, 
ep 28. 

43 Ignatius of Antioch, Epistle to the Magnesians, 13 [mg 5, 776]; see also Epistle to 
the Ephesians, 9:1; ep 40. 

44 Justin, Apologia, 1, 61; ep 126 [mg 6, 420]. 

45 Justin, Apologia, 1, 65; ep 128 [mg 6, 428]. 

46 Justin, Apologia, 1, 13; ep 113 [mg 6,336-37]. 

47 Athenagoras, Legatio, 10; EP 164. 

48 Athenagoras, Legatio, 24; ep 165 [mg 6, 945]; see also 6:3 and 12:2. 


Collected Works of. Bernard Lonergan 


394 Pars Altera: Theses Quinque - Thesis 2 


395 Part 2: Five Theses - Thesis 2 


Apud S. Theophilum Antiochenum de tribus primis creationis diebus le- 
gitur: ‘Tres illi dies, qui ante luminaria fuerunt, imago sunt Trinitatis, Dei, 
eius Verbi, eiusque Sapientiae.’ 49 Et quia idem Theophilus alibi dixerat 
Deum omnia creasse per suum Verbum et suam Sapientiam, 50 alii quidem 
reputant ‘sapientiam’ apud Theophilum significare Spiritum sanctum, alii ! 

autem ex aliis locis ratiocinantes 51 ‘sapientiam’ apud Theophilum magis ad | 

Verbum quam ad Spiritum sanctum referunt 

Irenaeus etiam docuit de Deo creatore: ‘Verbo suo confirmans, et Sapi- 
entia compingens omnia’; 52 quod tamen plenius explicat alibi, Deum scil¬ 
icet alieno adiutorio non indigere: ‘Ministrat enim ei ad omnia sua 
progenies et sua figuratio, id est, Filius et Spiritus sanctus, Verbum et Sapi-, 
entia; quibus serviunt et subiecti sunt omnes angeli.’ 53 Et iterum: 

Adest enim ei semper Verbum et Sapientia, Filius et Spiritus, per quos et in 
quibus omnia libere et sponte fecit, ad quos et loquitur dicens: ‘Faciamus 
hominem ad imaginem etsimilitudinem nostram’; ipse a semet ipso substan- 
tiam creaturarum et exemplum factorum, et figuram in mundo ornamen- 
torum accipiens. 54 

Et quoniam Verbum, id est Filius, semper cum Patre erat, per multa demon- 
stravimus. Quoniam autem et Sapientia, quae est Spiritus, erat apud eum 
ante omnem constitutionem, per Salomonem ait: ‘Deus sapientia fundavit 
terram, paravit autem caelum prudentia „.’ 55 

Tertullianus ‘tres’ et ‘trinitatem’ quasi sponte dicebat, unam tamen tri- 
um substantiam simul affirmavit. 

... unitatem in trinitatem disponit, tres dirigens patrem etfilium et spiritum, 


In St Theophilus of Antioch we read about the three first days of cre¬ 
ation: ‘Those three days, before the sun and the moon existed, are the im¬ 
ages [Gk., typoi J of the Trinity - of God, of his Word, and of his Wisdom.’ 49 
And because Theophilus had said elsewhere that God created all things 
through his Word and his Wisdom, 50 some judge that for Theophilus ‘wis¬ 
dom’ signifies the Holy Spirit, while others, arguing from other passages, 51 
refer ‘wisdom’ in Theophilus to the Word rather than to the Holy Spirit. 

Irenaeus taught the same concerning God the creator: ‘Strengthening all 
things by his Word and binding them firmly together by Wisdom.’ 52 He ex¬ 
plains this more fully elsewhere, saying that God does not need the help of 
anything else. ‘For his offspring and his image, that is, his Son and Holy 
Spirit, his Word and his Wisdom, serve him in everything; and to them all 
the angels minister and are subject.’ 53 And again, 

Present with him always are the Word and Wisdom, the Son and the 
Spirit, through whom and in whom he made all things freely and of 
his own accord, and to whom he speaks, saying, ‘Let us make man in 
our image and likeness,’ taking from himself the substance of crea¬ 
tures and the pattern of his works and the outline of the furnishings 
of the world. 54 

That the Word, the Son, was always with the Father, we have proven 
in many ways. And that Wisdom, which is the Spirit, was with him be¬ 
fore all creation, he says through Solomon, ‘God by wisdom founded 
the earth, by understanding he established the heavens.’ 55 

Tertullian used the words ‘three’ or ‘trinity’ more or less spontaneously, 
but still affirmed one substance of the Three together. 

... which distributes the unity into a trinity, setting the three in their 

49 Theophilus of Antioch, Ad Autolycum, 2:15; ep 180 [mg 6, 1077 ] • 

50 Theophilus of Antioch, Ad Autolycum, 1:7; see Lebreton, Histoiredu dogmedela 
Trinite, II, 513. 

51 Theophilus of Antioch, Ad Autolycum, 1:3; 2 : 10 , EP 179 [mg 6, 1064]. 

52 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, in, 24, 2; Harvey, 11, 132. 

53 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, iv, 7, 4; Harvey, 11, 164. 

54 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, iv, 20,1; Harvey, 11, 213. 

55 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, iv, 20,3; Harvey, 11,214- Quoting Proverbs 3.19-20; 
8.22-25; 8.27-31. See Psalm 33[32].6. 
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tres autem non statu sed gradu, nec substantia sed forma, nec potestate sed 
specie, unius autem substantiae et unius status et unius potestatis, quia unus 
deus ex quo et gradus isti et formae et species in nomine patris et filii et 
spiritus sancti deputantur. 56 

' 

Qualis fuerit conceptio Spiritus apud Tertullianum, brevissime indicatur 
per comparationem prioris cuiusdam et posterioris regulae fidei. Ubi enim 
in Depraescr. haeret., 13, scripserat: *... sedisse ad dexteram patris, misisse vi- 
cariam vim spiritus sancti qui credentes agatpostea ordine paulo diver- I 

so habuit: qui exinde miserit, secundum promissionem suam, a patre 
spiritum sanctum paracletum, sanctificatorem fidei eorum qui credunt in 
patrem et filium et spiritum sanctum.’ 57 

Hippolytus fidem Trinitatis novit et proclamat: 

Aliter Deum unum intelligere non possumus, nisi vere Patri et Filio et Spiri- 
tui sancto credamus ... ‘Euntes, inquit, docete omnesgentes, baptizantes 
eos in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti.’ Docuit hie, quod quicunque 
unum quid horum omiserit, is perfecte Deum non glorificavit. Per hanc 
enim Trinitatem Pater glorificatur. Pater enim voluit, Filius fecit, Spiritus 
sanctus manifestum fecit. Omnes igitur scripturae de hoc praedicant. 58 


Ergo Verbum incarnatum cernimus; Patrem per eum intelligimus; Filio cred- 
injus; Spiritum sanctum adoramus. 59 

Etsi tamen adoraretur Spiritus, etsi ipse doceret scientiam, 60 minus per- 
spiciebatur eiusdem ratio personalis: 
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order, the Father, the Son, and the Spirit - three, however, not in na¬ 
ture but in degree, not in substance but in form, not in power but in 
its manifestation, yet of one substance and one nature and one pow¬ 
er, because there is one God from whom these degrees and forms 
and manifestations are derived, under the name of the Father and 
the Son and the Holy Spirit 56 

How Tertullian conceived the Spirit is briefly indicated by comparing his 
earlier and later rule of faith - In De praescriptione haereticorum, 13, he had 
written, ‘... sat at the right hand of the Father, sent in his place the power of 
the Holy Spirit to animate those who believe and later, in a slightly dif¬ 
ferent order, ‘... who then sent from the Father, as he had promised, the 
Holy Spirit, the Paraclete, the sanctifier of the faith of those who believe in 
the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit. 57 
Hippolytus knows and proclaims trinitarian faith: 

We cannot understand the one God in any other way unless we truly 
believe in the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit... ‘Go forth,’ he 
said, ‘and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.’ He gave us this teaching, be¬ 
cause whoever omits One of these does not completely glorify God. 
For the Father is glorified in this Trinity. The Father willed, the Son 
acted, and the Holy Spirit made manifest. All the scriptures, there¬ 
fore, preach about this. 58 

Therefore we behold the incarnate Word, we understand the Father 
through him, we believe in the Son, and we adore the Holy Spirit. 59 

Still, even though the Spirit was adored, and even though he imparted 
knowledge, 60 his personhood was less well understood: 

56 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 2; Evans 91, 2-7.'See ibid. 13; Evans 103, 28-29: 
‘...the Father is God and the Son is God and the Holy Spirit is God and each 
one is God 

57 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 2; Evans 90, 23-26. In the rule given in De virgin- 
ibus velandis, 1, the Holy Spirit is left out; see Evans 190-91. More in Wolfgang 
Bender, DieLehre iiber den heiligm Geist bei Tertullian (Munchen: Max Hueber, 

1961). 

58 Hippolytus, Contra haeresin Noeti, 14; MG. 10, 821. bc. 

59 Hippolytus, Contra haeresin Noeti, 12; mg 10,820 c. 

60 Hippolytus, Contra haeresin Noeti, 14; mg 10, 821 B. 
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Duos quidem deos non dicam, sed unum; personas vero duas; oeconomiam 
tertiam, gratiam dico sancti Spiritus. Pater quidem unus, personae vero duae, 
quia et Filius, tertia denique Spiritus sanctus. 61 

Novatianus librum De Trinitatec omposuit in quo, postPatrem (cc. 1-7) et 
Filium (cc. 8-22), etiam Spiritum (c. 29) docuit credendum. Quo in loco 
mirum est quot ex scripturis collegerit, ordinaverit, digesserit; quae quidem 
maxime inde illustravit, unde ecclesia Dei est lumen in gentibus elevatum. 

Hie (Spiritus) est enim qui ipsorum (apostolorum) anirnos mentesque firma- 
vit, qui evengelica sacramenta disdnxit, qui in ipsis illuminator rerum divi- 
narum fuit, qui confirmati pro nomine Domini riec carceres nec vincula 
timuerunt; quin immo ipsas saeculi potestates et tormenta calcaverunt, ar- 
mati iam scilicet per ipsum atque firmati, habentes in se dona, quae hie idem 
Spiritus ecclesiae Christi sponsae quasi quaedam omamenta distribuit et 
dirigit. Hie est enim qui prophetas in ecclesia consdtuit, magistros erudit, 
linguas dirigit, virtutes et sanitates facit, opera mirabilia gerit, discredones 
spirituum porrigit, gubernationes contribuit, consilia suggerit, quaeque alia 
sunt charismatum dona componit et digerit; et ideo ecclesiam Domini un- 
dique et in omnibus perfectam et consummatam facit. 62 


Ut ad Graecos redeamus, Clemens Alexandrinus SS. Trinitatem non sol- 


62 Novat., De Inn., 29; ML 3,972 BC. Cf. c. 16, 942-43, ubi probatur divinitas 
Chrisu ex eo quod Paraclitus a Klioaccipit (lo 16.14,15), et additur Mud sub- 
ordinatiomsmum sapiens, *... nec paraclitus a Christo acciperet, nisi minor 
Christo esset’ Cf. Aeby 112-15. 
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| Indeed, I shall not say that there are two gods, but that there is one; 

j there are two persons; the third is the oeconomia, the grace, that is, of 

the Holy Spirit. The Father is one, but there are two persons, because 
there is also the Son, and there is a third, the Holy Spirit. 61 

In his work De Trinitate, Novatian taught that after one believes in the Fa- 
i ther (chapters 1-7) and in the Son (chapters 8-22), the Holy Spirit also is to 

be believed in (chapter 29). He collected and arranged a surprising num¬ 
ber of scriptural texts to illustrate especially how it is the Holy Spirit who 
raises up the. church of God to be a ‘beacon to the nations.’ 

I (The Spirit) is the one who strengthened (the Apostles’) spirits and 

j minds, who clarified the mysteries of the gospel, who enlightened the 

Apostles concerning divine realities. Having been thus strengthened 
for the name of the Lord, they feared neither prison nor chains; in¬ 
deed they scorned the powers and tortures of the world, being now 
i armed and fortified through the Spirit, possessing in themselves the 

j gifts that this same Spirit distributes and directs as adornments, so to 

1 speak, for the church, the spouse of Christ. He it is who establishes 

prophets in the church, instructs its teachers, regulates its tongues, 
effects its miracles and healings, conducts its marvelous works, grants 
to it discernment of spirits, provides its governance, guides its delib¬ 
erations, and produces and orders all other charismatic gifts. And so 
'• in all areas and in all things he perfects the church of the Lord and 

; brings it to fulfilment. 62 

! 

To return to the Greek Fathers, Clement of Alexandria found the Trinity 

61 Hippolytus, Contra haeresin Noeti, 14; mg 10, 821 a. (The Latin translation in 
Migne reads tertia autem Spiritus sandi. Since the Latin word persona is femi¬ 
nine, the feminine adjective tertia would naturally, though not necessarily, be 

. understood to mean ‘a third person.’ Unfortunately the original Greek is of 

no help here: jrpoaconov, ‘person,’ a neuter noun, is followed by the neuter to 
xplxov, ‘the third.' Commendng on this passage. Prestige remarks, ‘... does he 
mean third prosopon, or simply “the third item”?’ God in Patristic Thought 
160.] 

62 Novatian, De Trinitate, 29; ml 3, 972 bc. See chapter 16, ml 3,942-43, where he 
proves Christ’s divinity from the fact that the Paraclete receives from the Son 
(John 16.14-15), and then adds that ‘... the Paraclete would not be receiving 

; from Christ if he were not less than Christ,’ a remark that smacks of subordi- 

nationism. See Aeby, Les missions divines 112-15. 
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urn in litteris sacris 63 sed etiam apud Platonem invenit. 64 Origenes autem 
Filium etiam ab aliis agnitum admisit sed Spiritum sanctum nisi iis cogni- 
tum negavit qui ex Lege - et Prophetis addiscant et Christo Domino cred- 
ant. 65 Non solum tamquam in regula fidei positam SS. Trinitatem agnovit 
sed etiam clarissime tres distinxit hypostases. 67 Cum tamen minus feliciter 
de habitudine inter Patrem et Filium disseruerit, 68 haud mirum est'eum si- 
mili quodam modo de Spiritu scripsisse 69 Illud enim meditans, ‘Omnia per 
ipsum facta sunt,’ quaesivit utrum etiam Spiritus sanctus per Verbum factus 
sit, an forte Spiritus sicut Pater sit ingenitus, an denique Spiritus nulla alia 
subsistat substantia propria praeter Patrem et Filium. Respondit autem dis- 
tinctionem Spiritus probari ex diversitate peccati contra Spiritum et contra 
Filium (Mt 12.32), tres hypostases esse admittendas, solum Patrem esse in- 
genitum, Spiritum denique sanctum turn dignitate turn ordine caetera om¬ 
nia superare quae per Verbum facta sunt. 70 


4 Quot opera Patres postnicaeni scripserint ad divinitatem et distinction- 
em Spiritus sancti vindicandam, iam supra retulimus. Quam celerrime vero 
ad ultimas conclusiones statim pervenerint, breviter illustrari oporteL Sic 
Athanasius: 


69 Haud pauca sunt in sola Rufmi versione inventa quae omni exceptione 
maiora laudantur. Vide Bardy, loc. cit., col. 1521. 

70 In loan., II, 10; Preuschen, 64, 32 ss. Ibi accedit sententia Spiritum sanctum 
quodammodo esse materiam charismatum, quae a Deo efficitur, a Filio min- 
istratur, secundum Spiritum subsistat. Ibid. 65, 29 ss. 
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j ... 

( not only in sacred scripture, 63 but even in Plato. 64 Origen admitted that the 

Son was recognized by others also, but denied that the Holy Spirit was 
known except by those who learn about him from the Law and the Prophets 
1 and believe in Christ the Lord. 65 Not only did he acknowledge the Trinity 

1 as part of the rule of faith 66 he also clearly distinguished three hypostas- 

I es. 67 Since, however, he was less felicitous in his treatment of the relation¬ 

ship between the Father and the Son, 68 it is hardly surprising that he wrote 
in a similar way about the Spirit. 69 In pondering the words, ‘All things were 
made through him,’ he asked whether the Holy Spirit also was made 
through the Word, or whether perhaps the Spirit, like the Father, is unbe- 
l gotten, or, finally, whether the Spirit subsists with no other substance of his 

i own except the Father and the Son. His answer was that the distinction of 

I the Spirit is proven from the difference between sin against the Spirit and 

sin against the Son (Matthew 12.32), that three hypostases are to be admit¬ 
ted , that the Father alone is unbegotten, and that the Holy Spirit is superior 
in both dignity and rank to all things that have been made through the 
! Word. 70 

, 4 We have already mentioned how many works the post-Nicene Fathers 

, wrote to uphold the divinity and the distinction of the Holy Spirit. We must 

now briefly give some examples of how quickly they arrived at their final 
conclusions. Athanasius writes: 


63 See above, pp. 310-13. 

64 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, v, 14; 103,1; Stahlin, n (gcs 15) 395,12-17. 
See Excerpta ex Theodoto 80, 3; Stahlin (gcs 17) 131, 27-30. Lebreton, ‘La theol- 
ogie de la Trinite chez Clement d’Alexandrie’ 61-64. [The Stromata refer¬ 
ence, but not that of the Excerpta, claims that Plato anticipated the doctrine 
of the Trinity. Lonergan got the Excerpta reference, it would seem, from Lebr 
reton. There is a reference to the Father, the Son, and the Spirit in the text, 
but nothing about Plato.] 

65 Origen, De principiis, 1 , 3 , 1 ; Koetschau (gcs 22) 49 . 1-50, 13. 

66 Origen, De principiis, Praefatio, 4; Koetschau (gcs 22) 11, 3-4: ‘Next, they 
taught that the Holy Spirit is associated with the Father and the Son in honor 
and dignity.’ 

67 Origen, In loannem, II, 10 (6); Preuschen (gcs 10) 65, 16-17. See Bardy, dtc 
xi (22), ‘Origene,’ 1514-15. for many additional points. 

68 See above, pp. 124-33. 

69 There are many things found only in the Rufini translation that are regarded 
as quite unobjectionable. See Bardy, ‘Origene,’ 1521. 

70 Origen, In loannem, II, 10; Preuschen (gcs 10) 64,32-54, 21. There also is the 
opinion that the Holy Spirit is some sort of charismatic matter produced by 
God, administered by the Son, and subsisting as the Spirit. Ibid. 65, 29-31. 
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Qualem scimus proprietatem esse Filii ad Patrem, eandem ad Filium habere 
Spiritum sanctum comperiemus. Et quemadmodum Filius dicit: ‘Omnia 
quaecumque habet Pater, mea sunt,’ ita haec omnia per Filium in Spiritum 
esse deprehendimus ... 71 

Itaque Spiritu ad nos veniente, venienc Filius et Pater, et mansionem apud 
nos facient. Indivisa namque est Trinitas et una eius divinitas, et unus Deus 
super omnia, per omnia et in omnibus. Haec est catholicae ecclesiae fides. 
In Trinitate enim ipsam fundavit et radicavit Dominus, qui ait discipulis: 
‘Euntes docete omnes gentes, baptizantes eos in nomine Patris et Filii et 
Spiritus sancti.’ 72 

Sic Basilius: 

Spiritum sanctum creaturam dicis. Omnis autem creatura serva est creatoris: 
‘omnia enim inquit serva tua’ (Ps 118.91). Si vero servus est, adventitiam 
quoque habet sanctitatem; quidquid autem adventitiam sanctitatem habet, 
capax est malidae; at Spiritus sanctus, cum secundum essentiam sanctus sit, 
fons appellatur sanctitatis; non est igitur creatura Spiritus sanctus. Quodsi 
creatura non est, consubstandalis est Deo. 73 


Sic Gregorius Nazianzenus: 

Neque enim Filius est Pater, unus enim est Pater, sed est id quod Pater; nec 
Spiritus est Filius, quia ex Deo est, unus enim unigenitus, sed est id quod Fil¬ 
ius; tria haec unum si divinitatem spectes, et unum tria si proprietatum ratio- 
nem habeas ... Quid ergo? Spiritus sanctus est Deus? Maxime. 
Consubstandalis igitur? Prorsus, siquidem Deus. 74 
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Quod si quaesiveris quibusnam usi sint argumentis ut ad tantam perven- 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


We shall find that the Holy Spirit has the same property in relation to 
the Son as we know the Son has in relation to the Father. And as the 
Son says, ‘All that the Father has are mine,’ so also we find all these 
things in the Spirit through the Son. 71 

Therefore when the Spirit comes to us, the Son and the Father also 
will come and make their home with us. For the Trinity is undivided 
and its divinity is one, and there is one God over all things, through 
all things, and in all things. This is the faith of the catholic church. 
For the Lord founded and rooted it in the Trinity in his words, ‘Go 
forth and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name 
of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.’ 72 

And Basil: 

You say that the Holy Spirit is a creature. But every creature is a ser¬ 
vant of the creator: ‘All things are your servants,’ Psalm iig[u8]-9i- 
Now if the Spirit is a servant, his holiness is adventitious; but whatever 
has adventitious holiness is capable of evil. Yet the Holy Spirit, since 
he is holy by his very essence, is called the fountainhead of holiness; 
therefore the Holy Spirit is not a creature. And if he is not a creature, 
he is consubstantial with God. 73 

And Gregory Nazianzen: 

The Son is not the Father, for there is only one Father, but he is what 
the Father is; nor is the Spirit the Son, since he is from God, for the 
Son is the only-begotten one, yet the Spirit is what the Son is. If you 
consider their divinity, these three are one* and if you take their 
properties into account, this one is three ... What, then? Is the Holy 
Spirit God? Most certainly. Consubstantial, therefore? Absolutely, 
since he is God. 74 

But if you ask what arguments they used to attain such a degree of certi- 


71 Athanasius, Ad Serapionem, m, 1; mg 26, 625; ep 783. 

72 Athanasius, Ad Serapionem, in, 6; mg 26, 633; ep 784. 

73 Basil, Epistulae, 8,10; mg 32, 261; ep 914. 

74 Gregory Nazianzen, Orationes 31 (theologica 5), 9 and 10; mg 36, 144 a; ep 996. 
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erint certitudinem, inprimis respondendum est cum Athanasio quod divin- j 

itas non argumentis traditur sed fide necnon ratione cum pietate 

coniuncta.’ 75 Et cum supra audiverimus Athanasium baptismi formulam 
repetere, audiamus Basilium: ! 

tude, the answer above all must be that of Athanasius, that divinity ‘...is not 
taught by arguments but by faith and by reason together with reverence.’ 75 
And now that we have heard Athanasius above repeating the baptismal for¬ 
mula, let us listen to Basil: 

... oportet enim nos baptizari quemadmodum accepimus, et credere quem- i 

admodum baptizamur, glorificare vero, ut credimus, Patrem et Filium et 

Spiritum sanctum ... unum enim novimus ingenitum et unum rerum princip- 
ium, Patrem Domini nostri lesu Christi; neque genitum: unum enim esse ' 

unigenitum in fidei traditione didicimus: Spiritum vero sanctum ex Patre . \ 

procedere edocti, ex Deo esse confitemur citra creationem. 70 i 

... we must undergo baptism according to the way we have received it, 
and believe according to the way we are baptized, to glorify, as we be¬ 
lieve, the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit... for we know one 
who is unbegotten and the one principle of all things, the Father of 
our Lord Jesus Christ; and not begotten: for we have learned that 
there is one only-begotten in the faith handed down to us: but being 
well instructed that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father, we con¬ 
fess him to be from God before creation. 76 

Sicut ergo Filius non est creatura ex nihilo facta sed Filius ex Patre natus, 
ita etiam Spiritus Dei non est ex nihilo sed ex Patre procedit. Quod adeo ev- 
idens erat Gregorio Nazianzeno eiusque auditoribus ut brevissime rem tan- 
gere potuerit: ‘“Spiritus sanctus, qui ex Patre procedit,” qui inquantum 
inde procedit, creatura non est.’ 77 

At iterum, sicut Filius est Deus quia eadem de Filio quae de Patre dicun- 
tur, pariter Spiritus est Deus secundum eandem consubstantialitatem. 

Therefore, just as the Son is not a creature made out of nothing but is the 
' Son born of the Father, So also the Spirit of God is not out of nothing but 

j proceeds from the Father. So obvious was this to Gregory Nazianzen and his 

I listeners that he was able to touch upon this matter very briefly: ‘ ‘The Holy 

Spirit, who proceeds from the Father,” inasmuch as he proceeds from him, 
is not a creature.’ 77 

And again, just as the Son is God because the same things are said of the 
Son as of the Father, so equally the Spirit is God by reason of the same con- 
| substantiality. 

Ac sicut Pater Filium his verbis indicat: *Hic est Filius meus dilectus in quo 
. mihi complacui,’ ita quoque Filii est Spiritus: ‘Misit enim,’ ait apostolus, 

‘Spiritum filii sui in corda vestra clamantem, Abba, Pater’ ... Proinde si Filius, 
propter suam proprietatem ad Patrem et quod sit substantiae eius proprius 
fetus, non est creatura sed Patri consubstantialis, sic nec Spiritus sanctus fuer- 
it creatura. 78 

( 

And as the Father points to the Son with these words, ‘This is my be¬ 
loved Son, in whom I am well pleased’ [Matthew 3.17], so also is the 
Spirit the Spirit of the Son: for, as St Paul says, ‘He has sent the Spirit 
! of his Son into our hearts crying out, Abba, Father’ [Galatians '4.6] ... 

( Accordingly, if the Son, on account of his relation to the Father and 

1 because he is the proper offspring of his substance, is not a creature 

but is consubslantial with the Father, so neither would the Holy Spirit 
be a creature. 78 


75 Athanasius, Ad Serapionem, 1, 20; mg 26, 577; ep 779. 
i 76 Basil, Epistulae, 125; MG 32, 549 bc. 

j 77 Gregory Nazianzen, Orationes 31 ( theobgica 5), 8; mg 36,141 B. 

78 Athanasius, Ad Serapionem, hi, 1; mg 26, 625; ep 783. 
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Ubi Athanasius e consubstantialitate arguit, Basilius communem trium 
operationem invocat. 

Sanctificat et vivificat et illuminat et consolatur et omnia eiusmodi pariter 
facit Pater et Filius et Spiritus sanctus. Nec quisquam praecipue tribuat Spiri- 
tui sancto potestatem sanctificandi, cum audiat salvatorem in evangelio de 
discipulis dicentem Patri: ‘Pater, sanctifica eos in nomine tuo.’ Similiter 
autem et reliqua omnia ex aequo peraguntur in iis qui digni sunt a Patre et 
Filio et Spiritu sancto: omnis gratia et virtus, ductus, vita, consolatio, ad im- 
mortalitatem transmutatio, transitus ad libertatem, etsi quid aliud boni quod 
ad nos usque pertingat... Itaque operationis identitas in Patre et Filio et Spir¬ 
itu sancto perspicue ostendit absolutissimam naturae similitudinem. Quare 
etiamsi divinitatis nomen naturam indicet, proprie tamen appelladonem il- 
lam sancto quoque Spiritui aptari essentiae communio demonstrat. 79 


Quod tamen ex sanctitate argumentum multipliciter evolvitur, cum pri- 
vatam cuiusque vitam spiritualem et totam ecclesiam gratiarum fontem et 
innumera fere scripturarum loca simul respiciat operatio Spiritus Dei vivif- 
icantis. Quae quidem omnia simul quasi complectentes, docuerunt Patres 
Spiritum essentialiter sanctum esse, creaturas vero per participationem 
Spiritus sanctitatem quandam accipere. 

Gregorius Nazianzenus hoc quasi omnibus notum recitat: 

Spiritum sanctum vere sanctum; neque enim alius talis est, nec eodem modo, 
neque ex accessione sanctitatem habet, sed est ipsamet sanctitas, nec magis 
nec minus, nec quoad tempus originem unquam habuit nec finem habiturus 
est. 80 

Eandem veritatem distinctius declaravit Basilius,. turn loco superius cita¬ 
to, turn sequentibus: 

Principatus enim et potestates ac reliquae eiusmodi creaturae, quae ex |tten- 
tione ac studio sanctificationem habent, sanctae natura dici iure non pos¬ 
sum. Ita enim bonum appetunt ut pro ratione amoris in Deum sanctitatis 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


407 Part 2: Five Theses - Thesis 2 


Where Athanasius argues from consubstantiality, Basil appeals to the 
common operation of the Three. 

The Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit equally sanctify, vivify, en¬ 
lighten, and console and do everything of this sort. Let no one at¬ 
tribute mainly to the Holy Spirit the power to sanctify, since the 
Savior is heard in the gospel speaking to his Father concerning the 
disciples, ‘Father, sanctify them in your name.’ Similarly, all other ef¬ 
fects in those who are worthy are produced equally by the Father and 
I the Son and the Holy Spirit: all grace and power, guidance, life, con- 

( solation, transformation into immortality, passage into freedom, and 

any other good thing that comes to us... Therefore the identity of op¬ 
eration in the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit clearly shows the 
most absolute identity of nature. Hence, although the word ‘divinity’ 
indicates nature, still the commonality of essence proves that that 
word is properly applied to the Holy Spirit as well. 79 

I 

. This argument from holiness is developed in many ways, since the opera¬ 

tion of the life-giving Spirit of God extends to each person’s private spiritual 
life, to the whole church as the source of grace, and to virtually innumerable 
texts of scripture. Taking all these together into consideration, the Fathers 
taught that the Spirit is essentially holy, and that creatures receive a certain 
degree of holiness through participation in the Spirit. 

/ Gregory Nazianzen expresses what was known by virtually everyone: 

The Holy Spirit is truly holy; for no other is such, nor in the same 
way, nor does he have holiness by acquiring it, but is holiness itself, 
j no more and no less; he did not originate at some time, nor will he 

| come to an end. 80 

( Basil expresses the same truth more clearly, both in the passage quoted 

above, and in the following: 

I 

l 

For principalities and powers and all other such creatures that have 
; their sanctification through their determination and effort cannot 

j rightly be said to be holy by nature. For their desire for what is good 

79 Basil, Epistulae, 189, 7; mg 32, 693; EP 920. 

80 Gregory Nazianzen, Orationes 25, 16; mg 35, 1221; ep 983. 
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mensuram accipiunt ... Ipsae autem in eo a sancto Spiritu differunt, quod 
huius natura sanctitas est, illis vero ex parddpatione inest sanctimonia. 81 


Quos praecessit Athanasius: 

Omnes similiter per Spiritum participes Dei dicimur: nescitis, inquit, quia 
templum Dei estis, et Spiritus Dei habitat in vobis? Si quis templum Dei viola- 
verit, disperdet ilium Deus. Templum enim Dei sanctum est, quod estis vos (1 
Cor 3.16 s.). Sed si Spiritus sanctus res creata esset, nulla sane Dei communi- 
catio nobis in ipso esset; sed rei creatae coniungeremur, et divinae naturae 
alieni essemus, utpote nulla in parte eius participes facti ... Si porro Spiritus 
communicatione divinae naturae consortes efficimur, nemo certe nisi insa- 
nus dixerit Spiritum non Dei sed creatae naturae. Nec enim alia de causa hi 
in quibus ille est, dii efficiuntur, Quodsi deos efficit, dubium non est quin 
eius natura Dei sit. 82 


THESIS 3 

Patris ergo et Filii et Spiritus sancti una est divinitas, potentia, substantia; 
tres autem sunt personae seu hypostases notis propriis iisque relativis inter 
se distinctae; unde in divinis omnia unum stmt ubi non obviat relationis 
oppositio. 

Termini 

Pater, Filius, Spiritus: de quibus in nt et thesibus prioribus. 

unum : indivisum in se et divisum a quolibet alio; agitur de unitate, non 
eius quod cogitatur, sed eius quod est; non ergo agitur de unitate quae in 
conceptu universali invenitur. 

divinitas, potentia, substantia, id scilicet reale secundum quod vere dicitur 
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is such that the measure of holiness they receive is proportionate to 
their love for God ... They are different from the Holy Spirit in this, 
that the Spirit is holy by nature, whereas they have their sanctification 
by participation. 81 

Finally, as Athanasius had said before them, 

We are all alike said to be sharers in God through the Spirit: 'Do you 
not know that you are God’s temple and that God’s Spirit dwells in 
you? If anyone destroys God’s temple, God will destroy that person. 
For God’s temple is holy, and you are that temple’ (1 Corinthians 
3.16-17). But if the Holy Spirit were a created thing, we should surely 
have no communion with God through him; rather, we should then 
be united to a created thing and so be alienated from the divine na¬ 
ture, as being in no way participants of it... If, then, by sharing in the 
Spirit we are made participants of the divine nature [2 Peter 1.4], cer¬ 
tainly only an insane person would say that the Spirit is not of God 
but of a created nature. For by no other means are those in whom the 
Spirit dwells made gods. And if he makes them gods, there is no 
doubt that his nature is the nature of God. 82 

THESIS 3 

Thus, the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit have one divinity, one 
power, one substance; they are, however, three hypostases or persons 
distinguished from one another by their proper attributes, which are 
relative; hence in God all things are one where there is no relational 
opposition. 

Terminology 

Father, Son, Spirit, as in the New Testament and in the previous theses. 

one. undivided in itself and divided from everything else. It regards the 
unity, not of what is in the mind, but of what is; hence, it does not refer to 
the unity of a universal concept. 

divinity, power, substance, that reality by virtue of which it is truly said of the 

81 Basil, Adversus Eunomium, in, 2 ; mg 29, 660; ep 941. 

82 Athanasius, Ad Serapionem, 1, 24; mg 26, 585; ep 780. See what we said above, 
p. 403, concerning the inhabitation of the undivided Trinity. 
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de Patre, de Filio, vel de Spiritu quod est Deus, est omnipotens, est substan¬ 
tia, est realitas. 

tres : tria sunt A, B, C, si A est, B est, C est, A non est B, B non est C, C non 
est A. Eiusmodi definitio secundum affirmationes et negationes determinat 
numeros a philosophis dictos transcendentales, qui a praedicamentalibus 
differunt quatenus materialem multiplicationem non supponunt 1 

hypostasis-, subsistens distinctum. Subsistens est id quod est, seu ens sim- 
pliciter, Distincta sunt quorum unum non est aliud. 
persona: subsistens distinctum in natura intellectual!. 
nota: id quod vere de aliquo dicitur, unde et innotescit 

proprium: quod ita alicui pertinet ut aliis non sit commune; ita ‘Pater’ non 
dicitur de Filio vel de Spiritu sancto; ‘Films’ non dicitur de Patre vel de Spir¬ 
itu sancto. 

relatio: ordo unius ad aliud. 

relativum. quod secundum relationem dicitur, ut amicus, vicinus, filius, 
pater, cognatus; unde ‘relativa sunt quorum esse [= ratio] est ad aliud se 
habere.’ 

relativa opposita: quorum aliud ad aliud refertur; ita pater ad filium et vi- 
cissim filius ad patrem refertur. 

obviat relationis oppositio. ubi habentur relativa opposita, ibi non habetur 
unum sed necessario ponuntur distincta. Ita non habetur pater quin habea- 
tur filius, et vice versa; neque quis vel pater sui ipsius vel filius sui ipsius esse 
potest. 

omnia . omnia scilicet attributa divina, omnia quae vere de Deo dicuntur. 

Sensus asserti 

1 Patris, Filii, et Spiritus sancti una est divinitas , potentia, substantia. Nam unus 
est Deus, isque simplex ut nisi ratione non distinguantur divinitas, potentia, 
substantia. 

Unde in praefatione liturgica de SS. Trinitate canitur: ‘in essentia unitas.’ 
Quae enim de Patre dicuntur, eadem de Filio dicuntur, eadem de Spiritu 
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Father, or of the Son, or of the Spirit, that he is God, is all-powerful, is a sub¬ 
stance, and is a reality. 

three. A, B, and C are three if A is, B is, and C is, and A is not B and B is not 
C and C is not A. Such a definition byway of affirmations and negations de¬ 
termines what philosophers call transcendental numbers, which differ from 
predicamental numbers inasmuch as they do not suppose material multi¬ 
plicity. 1 

hypostasis: a distinct subsistent. A subsistent is that which is, a being simply 
so called. Those beings are distinct of which one is not the other. 

person: a distinct subsistent in an intellectual nature. 

attribute.' what is truly predicated of something, by which it becomes 
known. 

proper, that which belongs to a thing but is not had in common with any 
other thing. Thus ‘Father’ is not said of the Son or of the Holy Spirit, and 
‘Son’ is not said of the Father or of the Holy Spirit. 

relation: the order of one to another. 

relative, what is said on the basis of a relation, such as friend, neighbor, 
son, father, cousin; hence ‘relatives are those whose being (= essence) is to 
be to another.’ 

opposite relatives, relatives each of which refers to the other. Thus ‘father’ 
refers to ‘son’ and conversely ‘son’ refers to ‘father.’ 

where there is no relational opposition: wherever there are opposite relatives, 
there is not one thing but there are necessarily things that are distinct. 
Thus, there is no father unless there is a son, and vice versa; nor can anyone, 
be a father of himself or a son of himself. 

all things: that is, all the divine attributes, everything that is truly said 
about God. 

Meaning of the assertion 

1 The Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit have one divinity, one power, one sub¬ 
stance. For God is one and is simple, so that divinity, power, and substance 
are distinguished only in concept. 

Hence, the words of the liturgical Preface of the Holy Trinity, ‘unity in es¬ 
sence.’ For whatever is said of the Father, the same is said of the Son and 


1 [On this issue, see Bernard Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics, question 14, 
PP- 434 - 35 -] 
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dicun tur; uti ex Athanasio iam pridem novimus. Haec tribus communia 
nominari soient attributa essentialia. 

2 Tres autem sunt personae seu hypostases. Nam alius Pater, alius Filius, alius 
Spiritus sanctus; uti iam pridem ex damnatis Patripassianis et Sabellianis 
novimus. 

3 Notis propriis inter se distinctae. Eadem enim de Filio quae de Patre dicun- 
tur, excepto Patris nomine; uti iam pridem ex Athanasio novimus. Filius 
enim non est Pater, et quidem realiter. Aliquid ergo reale habet Pater, quo 
non est Filius. Aliquid reale habet Filius, quo non est Pater. Et pariter de 
comparatione utriusque ad Spiritum sanctum dicendum est. 

Quae notae singulis personis propriae nominari soient vel proprietates per¬ 
sonates vel attributa divina notionalia. Unde in praefatione liturgica canitur: 
‘in personis proprietas.’ Notionalia autem dicuntur haec divina attributa, 
non quasi entia rationis essent, sed quia notas faciunt divinas personas qua 
distinctas. 

4 Notis relativis inter se distinctae. Distinguuntur enim divinae personae in¬ 
ter se, non quia alia persona aliam habeat divinitatem, neque quia alia per¬ 
sona plus divinitatis vel minus divinitatis habeat, sed quia alia persona ex 
alia eandem divinitatem habet. 

Quam divinitatem habet Pater, eandem Filio communicat; Pater ergo est 
Deus a quo alius; Filius est idem Deus qui ab alio; ubi ‘a quo alius’ dicit rela- 
tionem, Patris nempe ad Filium; et ‘qui ab alio’ dicit relationem, Filii nem- 
pe ad Patrem; quibus relationibus distinguuntur Pater et Filius. 

Similiter omnino quajn divinitatem habent Pater et Filius, eandem habet 
Spiritus sanctus; Pater ergo et Filius sunt Deus ut dans divinitatem; et Spiri¬ 
tus est Deus ut donum; ubi ‘ut dans’ et ‘ut donum’ sunt relationes, Patris 
nempe Filiique ad Spiritum, et vicissim Spiritus ad Patrem Filiumque. Ita 
Augustinus, De trim., v, xi, 12 ss.; ml 42, 918 ss. 

5 Quae notae relativae sunt mutuo oppositae. Aliae relationes possunt simul 
in uno subiecto inveniri; ita unus idemque potest esse et amicus et vicinus 
erga eundem. At aliae relationes, quae mutuo opponuntur, in eodem erga 
eundem esse non possunt; ita idem eiusdem non potest esse et pater et 
filius. 
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the same of the Holy Spirit, as we have already learned from Athanasius. 
Those attributes that are common-to the Three are called essential attributes. 

2 The Three are persons, or hypostases. For the Father is one, the Son is anoth¬ 
er, and the Holy Spirit still another, aS we already know from the condem¬ 
nation of the Patripassians and the Sabellians. 

3 Distinguished from one another by 'their proper attributes. The same things 
are said of the Son as of the Father, except the name ‘Father,’ as Athana¬ 
sius expressed it. For the Son is not the Father, and this is so in reality. 
Therefore, the Father has something real by virtue of which he is not the 
Son, and the Son has something real by virtue of which he is not the Fa¬ 
ther. And the same is to be said concerning the relation of each of them to 
the Holy Spirit. 

Those attributes that are proper to each of the persons are called personal 
properties, or notional divine attributes. Hence the phrase in the Preface, 
‘property in the persons.’ These divine attributes are called ‘notional,’ not 
as if they were conceptual beings, but because they cause the divine persons 
to be known as distinct from one another. 

4 Distinct from one another by their relative attributes. The divine persons are 
distinguished from one another, not because each of the persons has a dif¬ 
ferent divinity, nor because one person has more or less divinity than an¬ 
other, but because one person has the same divinity from another. 

The very same divinity that the Father has he communicates to the Son. 
Therefore, the Father is God from whom another, and the Son is the same 
God who from another, here, from whom another expresses a relation, namely, 
that of the Father to .the Son; and who from another expresses a relation, 
namely, that of the Son to the Father; and it is by these relations that the Fa¬ 
ther and the Son are distinguished. 

In exactly the same way the Holy Spirit has the same divinity as the Father 
and the Son have. Therefore, the Father and the Son are God as giving di¬ 
vinity, and the Spirit is God as gift. Here, ‘as giving’ and ‘as gift’ are rela¬ 
tions, namely, that of the Father and the Son to the Spirit, and conversely, 
that of the Spirit to the Father and the Son. See Augustine, De Trinitate, v, 
xi, 12 - xv, 16; ml 42, 918-22. 

5 These relative attributes are mutually opposed. Some relations can be found 
together in the same subject; thus, one and the same person can be both a 
friend and a neighbor with respect to some other person. But other rela¬ 
tions, those that are mutually opposed, cannot be in the same person with 
respect to the same person; thus the same person cannot be both father 
and son with respect to some other person. 
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lam vero in SS. Trinitate ponuntur distinctiohes propter relationes op- 
positas, uti inter Patrem et Filium et, iterum, uti inter Patrem Filiumque et 
Spiritum sanctum. Sed non ponuntur distinctiones propter relationes non 
oppositas: ita non dividitur Pater in duos, quia turn ad Filium turn ad Spiri¬ 
tum refertur; neque dividitur Filius in duos quia turn ad Patrem turn ad 
Spiritum refertur; neque dividitur Spiritus quia turn ad Patrem turn ad Fili¬ 
um refertur. Unde et habetur illud: omnia sunt unum ubi non obviat rela- 
tionis oppositio, db 703, ds 1330. 

Momentum asserti 

Vera inter se connexa duplici ordine proponi possunt. Incipi enim potest 
ex prioribus quoad nos ut perveniatur ad priora quoad se; et vicissim incipi 
potest ex prioribus quoad se ut perveniatur ad priora quoad nos. Ille ordo 
nominatur inventionis, resolutionis in causas, analyticus. Hie autem dicitur 
doctrinae, compositionis ex causis, syntheticus . 2 

lam vero doctrina trinitaria in primis narrata est: ubi venit plenitudo tem- 
porum, Deus misit Filium suum ut nos redimeret ut filiorum adoptionem 
reciperemus; unde et misit Spiritum Filii sui in corda nostra daman tern, 
Abba, Pater (Gal 4.4-6). 

Quibus ex missionibus ordientes pedetentim processimus usque ad ali- 
quod prius quoad se, consubstantialitatem scilicet Patris et Filii et Spiritus 
sancti. 

At hac adepta conclusione, et modus loquendi et modus considerandi 
mutantur: modus loquendi, nam hoc nomen ‘Deus,’ quod in NT fere est 
nomen Patris proprium, 3 transit in nomen tribus commune ut pariter de 
Patre, de Filio, de Spiritu praedicetur Deus; mutatur etiam modus consid¬ 
erandi, nam quamdiu personae secundum missiones innotescunt et distin- 
guuntur, tamdiu earum consideratio est in genere alicuius ‘visionis mundi,’ 
quam primum autem ad tres sibi consubstantiales pervenitur, iam ipsi tres 
in se et in suis mutuis habitudinibus considerantur. 
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Now, in the Trinity opposed relations ground distinctions between the 
Father and the Son and also between the Father and the Son together and 
the Holy Spirit. But relations that are not opposed do not ground distinc¬ 
tions. Thus, the Father is not divided into two because he is related both to 
the Son and to the Spirit, nor is the Son divided into two because he is re¬ 
lated both to the Father and to the Spirit, nor is the Spirit divided into two 
because he is related both to the Father and to the Son. Hence, we have this 
principle: all things are one except where there are opposed relations (db 
703, ds 1330, nd 325) • 

Importance of the assertion 

Truths that are linked to one another can be set forth in two orders. We can 
begin from those truths that are prior with respect to us in order to arrive at 
those that are prior in themselves; and conversely we can begin from what 
are prior in themselves to arrive at what are prior with respect to us. The 
former order is called the order of discovery, of resolution info causes, or 
analytic; the latter is called the order of teaching, of composition from caus¬ 
es, or synthetic. 2 

Now, the doctrine of the Trinity began as a narrative: when the fullness of 
time had come, God sent his Son to redeem us so that we might receive 
adoption as children; hence, he has sent the Spirit of his Son into our 
hearts, crying out, ‘Abba, Father! ’ (Galatians 4.4-6). 

Starting from these missions, we have gradually proceeded to that which 
is prior in itself, the consubstantiality of the Father and the Son and the 
Holy Spirit. 

But having arrived at this conclusion, both our way of speaking and our 
way of thinking change. Our way of speaking changes, for the word ‘God,’ 
which in the New Testament is the usual proper name of the Father, 3 be¬ 
comes a name common to the Three, so that ‘God’ is predicated equally of 
the Father and of the Son and of the Spirit. Our way of thinking also chang¬ 
es, for as long as the persons are known by and distinguished by their mis¬ 
sions, they are seen in the context of some ‘world view,’ but as soon as we 
arrive at their consubstantiality, we are considering the Three as they are in 
themselves and in their mutual relationships. 

2 See ibid. 58-67. 

3 Karl Rahner, ‘ Theos im Neuen Testament,’ in his Schrifien zur Theologie, vol. 1, 
91-167. [In English, ‘ Theos in the New Testament,’ in Theological Investigations, 
vol. 1, God, Christ, Mary and Grace 79-148.] 
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Mutatis denique et loquendi et considerandi modis, sequitur notissima 
ilia differentia inter dicta scripturistica et posteriora fidei trinitariae sym- 
bola. 

Documenla 

C. Romanum, anno 382, canon 20: ‘Si quis non dixerit, Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti 
unam divinitatem, potestatem, maiestatem, potentiam, unam gloriam, domination- 
em, unum regnum, atque unam voluntatem ac veritatem: haereticus est.’ db 78, ds 
172. 

Synodus Constant., anno 382, docuit: 'Hanc [fidem Nicaenam] et vobis et nobis et 
omnibus qui verae fidei verbum non petvertunt probari convenit ut, quae antiquis- 
sima sit et baptismati consentanea, docens nos credere in nomine Patris et Filii et 
Spiritus sancti. Ita nimirum ut una credatur divinitas et potentia et substantia Patris 
et Filii et Spiritus sancti, aequalisque dignitas et imperium coaeternum, in tribus 
perfectis hypostasibus sive in tribus perfectis personis; ut neque Sabellii pestis locum 
inveniat, qua hypostases confundantur tollanturque proprietates; neque Eunonian- 
orum Arianorumque et eorum qui Spiritum sanctum oppugnant vires habet blas- 
phemia, quae substantiam, seu naturam, et divinitatem discindit, atque increatae et 
consubstantiali et coaetemae Trinitati posteriorem quandam aut creatam aut diver- 
sae substantiae [feTepoouoiou] inducit.’ 4 


Formulae fidei: ‘Clemens Trinitas,’ db 17, ds 73 s-; c. Toletani i, db 19 ss., ds 188 
ss.‘, ‘Quicumque,’ db 39 s., DS 75 s.; c. Constant, n, db 213, ds 421; c. Lateran. 1, db 
254, DS 501; c. Toletani xi, db 275 ss.; ds 525 ss.; c. Romanum, ds 546; c. Toletani 
XVi, db 296, ds 568 ss.; S. Leonis ix, db 343, ds 680 ss.; professio fidei Waldensibus 
praescripta, db 420, ds 790; c. Lateran. iv, db 432, ds 804; c. Lugdun. 11, db 461, ds 
851 ss.; c. Florentini, db 703 s., ds 1330 s. 


Antiquiores formulae collectae, db 1-40 ; DS 1-76. 


With these changes in the ways of speaking and thinking, there follows 
the well-known difference between the words of scripture and the later 
creedal formulas expressing trinitarian faith. 

Documents 

Council of Rome, a.d. 382, Canon 20: ‘Whoever does not affirm that the Fa¬ 
ther and the Son and the Holy Spirit have one divinity, authority, majesty, 
power, one glory, lordship, one kingdom, and one will and truth, he is a 
heretic.’ db 78, ds 172, nd 306/20. 

Synod of Constantinople, 382: ‘It is fitting that this [the Nicene faith] be ap¬ 
proved by you and by us and by all who have not corrupted the word of the 
true faith as being most venerable and in accord with baptism, teaching us 
to believe in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. 
Thus indeed it teaches us to believe that there is one divinity and power and 
substance of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, that their dignity 
is equal and their rule coeternal, in three perfect hypostases or three per¬ 
fect persons; it teaches us that the baneful doctrine of Sabellius is not to be 
admitted, by which the hypostases are merged and the properties abol¬ 
ished, and that the blasphemy of the Eunomians and the Arians and all who 
oppose the Holy Spirit has.no validity, for it tears asunder the substance, or 
nature, and the divinity, and inserts into the uncreated and consubstantial 
and coeternal Trinity something subsequent or created or of a different, 
substance (eTepomKriou).’ 4 

Creedal formulas: ‘Clemens Trinitas,’ db 17-18, ds 73-74; First Council 
of Toledo, db 19-38, ds 188-208; ’Quicumque,’ db 39-40, ds 75-76, nd 16- 
17; Second Council of Constantinople, db 213, ds 421, nd 620; First Later¬ 
an Council, db 254, ds 501, nd 627; Eleventh Council of Toledo, db 275 - 
Si, ds 525-32, nd 308-16; Council of Rome, ds 546; Sixteenth Council of 
Toledo, db 296, ds 568-73; St Leo ix, db 343-46, ds 680-83; profession of 
faith prescribed to the Waldensians, db 420, ds 790, nd 403; Fourth Later¬ 
an Council, db 432, ds 804, nd 318; Second Council of Lyons, db 461-63, 
ds 851-53, nd 22-24; Council of Florence, db 703-704, ds 1330-31, nd 

325-26. 

For a collection of the more ancient formulas, db 1-40, ds 1-76, nd 1-17. 


4 In Theodoret, he, v, 9; MG 82,1216 bc. 
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Liturgia byzantina: cf. O. Rousseau, Lumiereet Vie 30 (1956) 49-72 [- 769-92]■ 

Liturgia latina sese evolvens: cf. J.A, Jungmann, Liturgsdies Erbe und pastorale Ge- 
genwart, Innsbruck-Wien-Munchen i960, pp. 3 - 86 ; etiam apud Zeit. hath. TheoL 69 
( 1947 ) 36 - 99 . 


De SS. Trinitate Praefatio, Missale romanum: ‘Domine sancte, Pater omnipotens, 
aeterne Deus: Qui cum unigenito Filio tuo et Spiritu sancto unus es Deus, unus es 
Dominus: non in unius singularitate personae, sed in unius Trinitate substantiae. 
Quod enim de tua gloria, revelante te, credimus, hoc de Filio tuo, hoc de Spintu 
sancto sine differentia discretionis sentimus. Ut in confessione verae sempiter- 
naeque Deitatis, et in personis proprietas, et in essentia unitas, et in maiestate 
adoretur aequalitas.’ 5 
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On the Byzantine liturgy, see O. Rousseau, ‘Les trois personnes divines et 
laTrinite d’apres la liturgie Grecque,’ Lumiereet Vie 30 (1956) 49-72 [=769- 
92 ]. 

On the evolution of the Latin liturgy, see Josef Andreas Jungmann, Litur- 
gisches Erbe und pastorale Gegenioart: Studien und Vortrage (Innsbruch-Wien- 
Munchen: Tyrolia-Verlag, i960) 3-86 [in English: Pastoral Liturgy (New 
York: Herder and Herder, 1962) 1-63]; also ‘Die Abwehr des germanischen 
Arianismus und der Umbruch der religiosen Kultur im Fruhen Mittelalter,’ 
at Zeitschriftfur katholisches Theologies (1947) 36-99. [The article is the same 
as the text from the book.] 

Roman Missal, Preface of the Holy Trinity: ‘... holy Lord, almighty Father, 
eternal God; who together with your only-begotten Son and the Holy Spirit 
are one God, one Lord; not in the singularity of one person, but in a Trinity 
of one substance. For what we believe through your revelation about your 
glory, we hold the same about your Son and the same about the Holy Spirit 
without any difference or discrimination. In confessing the true and eternal 
deity, we adore the property in the persons, their unity in essence, and their 
equality in majesty.’ 5 

5 From the writings of the Fathers: Novatian, De Trinitate, ml 3, 913-82 [these 
columns match the 1886 edition of ml; in the 1844 edition, the matching col¬ 
umns are 885-952]; see also W.Y. Fausse.t’s edition, previously cited; Basil, 
Adversus Eunomium libri tres, MG 29 , 498-670; Homilia xxiv contra Sabellianos, 
etc., MG 31, 599-618; Epistulae, 16, 38,125, 189, 258 [mg 32, 280-81,325-40, 
545-52, 683-96, 947-54]; Gregory Nazianzen, Orationes theologicae, 27-31, mg 
36,11-172; Gregory of Nyssa, Oratio catechetica, mg 45, 9-106; Contra Euno¬ 
mium, mg 45, 243-1122, correcdy arranged [and edited] by Werner Jaeger as 
Contra Eunomium Libri, vols. 1 and 11 in Gregorii Nysseni Opera (Berolini: 
Apud Weidmannos, 1921; Leiden: E.J. Brill, i960); Quod non sint tres dei, mg 
45 ,115-36, and in Gregorii Nysseni OperaDogmatica Minora, vol. lli/l in Grego¬ 
rii Nysseni Opera, ed. Fridericus Mueller, under the general editorship of 
Werner Jaeger (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1958) 35 - 57 ; De fide ad Simplicium, mg 45, 

1 35-46, and in Gregorii Nysseni Opera Dogmatica Minora, vol. iil/l in Gregorii 
Nysseni Opera, 59-67; Tractatus adversus Graecos ex communibus notionibus, mg 
45 > 175-86, and in Gregorii Nysseni Opera Dogmatica Minora, vol. iil/l in Grego¬ 
rii Nysseni Opera, 17 — 33 : Ad Eustathium de sancta Trinitate, in Gregorii Nysseni 
Opera Dogmatica Minora, vol. iil/l in Gregorii Nysseni Opera, 1—16; Episiula24 
ad Heraclianum, mg 46,1087-94 [and in Gregorii Nysseni Epistulae, vol. vm/2 in 
Gregorii Nysseni Opera, ed. Georgius Pasquali, under the general editorship 
of Werner Jaeger (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1959) 75-79]; Didymus of Alexandria, Z)e 
Trinitate, mg 39, 269-992 (but see Louis Doutreleau, ‘Le De Trinitate est-il 
1 ’oeuvre de Didyme I’Aveugle?' Recherches de science religieuse 45 [1957] 514- 
57 ) > Adversus Arium et Sabellium (among the works of Gregory of Nyssa), mg 45 , 
1281-1302 [and in Gregorii Nysseni Opera Dogmatica Minora, vol. m/l in Grego- 
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Adversarii 

1 Eunomius et Eunomiani essentiam divinitatis in ratione ingeniti (nobis 
prorsus perspecta) posuerunt; unde argumenta multa et diversa contra 
dogma trinitarium systematice cumulaverunt et diligenter dissemina- 
verunt. Ex quo factum est ut Patres, praesertim Basilius, Gregorius Nazian- 
zenus, et Gregorius Nyssenus, fere coacti sint ad doctrinam de mysterio SS. 
Trinitatis systematice evolvendam et elaborandam. 


Adversaries 

1 Eunomius and the Eunomians placed the essence of divinity in the for¬ 
mality of unbegotten (quite obvious to us); from this they systematically 
compiled and diligently disseminated many different arguments against 
the doctrine of the Trinity. As a result, the Fathers, especially Basil, Gregory 
Nazianzen, and Gregory of Nyssa were virtually compelled to develop and 
work out systematically the doctrine of the mystery of the Trinity. 


rii Nysseni Opera, 69-85]; De dogmalibus et contra Arianos (probably Books iv 
and v of Basil s Adversus Eunomium ); see Altaner, Patrology 324—25 [250]; 
Epiphanius, Ancoratus [mg 43 . 11-236; Holl (gcs 25) 1-149]; Haereses, 54 
[(contraTheodotinos) mg 41, 961-72; Holl (gcs 31) 317-23], 57 ((contra 
Noetianos) mg 41, 993-1010; Holl (gcs 31) 343-57]. 62 [(contraSabellianos) 
mg 41,1051-62; Holl (gcs 31) 389-98], 69 [ (contra Ariomanitas) mg 42, 201- 
336; Holl (gcs 37) 152-229], 71 [(contra Photinianos) mg 42, 373-82; Holl 
(gcs 37) 249-55], 72 [(contra Marcellianos) mg 42, 381-400; Holl (gcs 37) 
255 - 67 ]. 73 [(adversusSemiarianos) mg 42, 399 - 474 ; Holl (gcs 37) 267-313], 
74 [(contra Pneumatomachos) mg 42, 473-502; Holl (gcs 37) 313-32], 75 
[(adversus Aerium) mg 42, 503-16; Holl (gcs 37) 333-40], 76 [(adversus Ano- 
moeos) MG 42, 515-640; Holl (gcs 37) 340 - 44 ]; Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus 
de sancta et consubstantiali Trinitate, mg 75,9-656; De Trinitate dialog,, vn, mg 75, 
1075-1124; Hilary, De Trinitate, ml 10, 25-472; De synodis, ml 10,479-546; 
Ambrose, Defide,- ml 16, 549-726; Augustine, De Trinitate, ml 42,819-1098; 
Contra semonem Arianorum libellus, ml 42, 677-708; Collado cum MaximinoAri- 
anorum episcopo, ML 42, 709-42; Contra Maximihum haereticum, ML' 42,743-814; 
Epislulae, 11,120,169, 238, 239, 241; [found, respectively, in] csel 34 (Pars 1), 
25-28, (Pars 11) 704-22; 44 (Pars m), 611-22; 57 (Pars iv), 533-56, 556-59, 
560-62; Jerome, Epistulae, 15-17, csel 54 (Pars 1) 62-73; Fulgentius of Ruspe, 
Liber contra Arianos, ml 65, 205-24; Liber de Trinitate, ml 65, 497-508; Liber de 
fide, seu de regula veraefidei, ad Petrum, ml 65,671-708; Boethius, De Trinitate 
and Utrum Pater et Filius ac Spiritus sanctus de divinitate substandaliter praedicen- 
lur, ml 64,1247-56 and 1299-1302 (with added comments by Gilbert Porreta, 
at 1255-1300 and at 1301-34); see The Theological Tractates, ed. with English 
translation Hugh Fraser Stewart and Edward Kennard Rand (London: W. 
Heinemann, and Cambridge, ma; Harvard University Press, 1953, at 2-31 and 
at 32-37); John Damascene, De sancta Trinitate, mg 95, 9-18; De hymno trisagio, 
mg 95, 21-62; Defide orthodoxa, mg 94, 789-1228; Carmen in Theogoniam, mg q6 
817-26. 

For a complete list of patristic works on the Trinity, see Adhemar d’Ales, De 
Deo Trim (Paris: Gabriel Beauchesne, 1934) ix-xvi; more recent works, xvi- 
xviii. There is an overview of the teaching of scripture and the Fathers by G. 
Bardy, dtc xv (30) s.v. ‘Trinite,’ 1545-699, with a basic bibliography, 1699- 
1702. Recentstudies (after 1950), Altaner, Patrologie, 5th ed., 1958 [in English, 
Patrology, 1961]; Michael Schmaus, KatholisckeDogmatik, 1, 6th ed. (Munchen: 
Max Hueber Verlag, i960) § 39 [324-37 and 697 - 99 ], § 46 ( 419-27 and 702- 
704 ]- 
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2 Unitarii seu Sociniani ita unitatem divinam extollebant ut tres negarent 
personas divinas, db 993, ds 1880. 

3 Protestantes veteres fidem trinitariam sancte servaverunt; quae tamen 
apud eos saeculo elapso valde infirmata est, turn ex influxu rationalismi qui 
omnia mysteria sustulit, turn ex critica biblica quae valorem fontium impu- 
gnavit, turn ex variis religionis philosophiis. 

Qui enim cum Schleiermacher ad interiorem experientiam religiosam 
confugerunt, ita in eo quod quoad nos prius est inhaeserunt, ut prius 
quoad se divinum sine habitudine ad nos et ideo fere sine valore religioso 
iudicaverint. 

G.W.F. Hegel ita religionem intra philosophiam concipit ut dogma trini- 
tarium verissimum quidem sit, sed prout religiose sub nominibus Patris, 
Filii, Spiritus repraesentatur, aliam haud habeat formam quam quae pictu- 
rae sat puerili competit; quare, ut ipsa veritas dogmatis verissimi attingatur, 
recurrendum est ad dialecticam suam in qua, quae tres dicuntur personae, 
tria inveniuntur momenta Spiritus absoluti sese evolventis. 

Ubi Hegel intimam quandam connectionem inter suum systema et fidem 
traditionalem voluit, D.F. Strauss eadem distinxit et separavit. Philosophia 
enim ea demonstrat quae necessario sunt; necessarium vero non est illud 
ideale, Dei-hominis nempe, umquam in determinate quodam individuo 
product; quin imo rationalius esse videtur tale ideale non in singular! 
quodam homine sed potius in toto genere humano verificari. Quae autem 
in opere, DasLebenJesu (1835), concessit, postea ita retractavit {Diechristliche 
Glaubenslehre, 1840) ut philosophiam speculativam cum doctrina Christiana 
conciliari non posse doceret. 

L. Feuerbach, ultra talem idealismum pantheisticum progrediens, ad hu- 
manismum dialecticum pervenit in quo Deus non est nisi obiectificatio 
quaedam (illegitima) spiritus humani ab ipso homine quasi proiecta, et SS. 
Trinitas hypostatizatio eorum quae ad impulsum processumque socialem 
pertinent. 

Alois Biedermann, quamvis ad alam dexteram Hegelianorum deputetur, 
etiam distinxit inter speculationem theologicam (trinitariam) etecclesiasti- 
cam doctrinam: ilia veritatem quaerit absolutam; haec de quaestione ethica 
et practica occupatur, quid tibi Iesus. Neque cum Hegel consensit, veri¬ 
tatem speculativam affirmationifitis fidei quodammodo exprimi, cum non 
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2 Unitarians, or Socinians, emphasized divine unity to the point of deny¬ 
ing the three divine persons (db 993, ds 1880, nd 648). 

3 The early Protestants religiously preserved belief in the Trinity; but 
among later Protestants this belief has greatly weakened, through the influ¬ 
ence of rationalism, which denied all mysteries, through the biblical criti¬ 
cism that attacked the value of the sources of revelation, and through the 
influence of various philosophies of religion. 

Those who, with Schleiermacher, took refuge in interior religious expe¬ 
rience clung so closely to what is prior with respect to us that they judged 
that what is prior in itself concerning God is irrelevant to us and therefore 
practically without any religious value. 

G.W;F. Hegel conceives religion to be within the ambit of philosophy, so 
that the dogma of the Trinity is most true, but as represented religiously un¬ 
der the names of Father, Son, and Spirit appears scarcely different from the 
sort of picture a child would draw. Therefore, in order to arrive at the truth 
of this perfectly true dogma, he had to have recourse to his dialectic in 
which the three who are called persons are found to be moments in the evo¬ 
lution of the Absolute Spirit. 

Where Hegel asserted an intimate connection between his system and 
traditional faith, D.F. Strauss distinguished and separated them, For him, 
philosophy demonstrates things that exist necessarily; but it is not necessary 
that that ideal, namely, a God-man, should ever be produced in a determi¬ 
nate individual, and indeed it seems more reasonable for such an ideal to 
be verified in the whole human race rather than in one particular human 
being. However, what he granted in his book Das Lebenjesu [Tubingen: C.F. 
Osiander, 1835-36], he later retracted in Die christliche Glaubenslehre [Tubin¬ 
gen: C.F. Osiander, 1840-41], maintaining that speculative philosophy 
could not be reconciled with Christian doctrine. 

L. Feuerbach, going beyond this sort of pantheistic idealism, came to a 
dialectical humanism in which God is but an (illegitimate) objectification 
of the human spirit projected, as it were, by man himself, and the Trinity is 
a hypostatization of those elements that belong to the social impetus and 
process. 

Alois Biedermann, although regarded as belonging to the right wing of 
the Hegelians, also made a distinction between speculative (trinitarian) 
theology and church doctrine: the former seeks absolute truth, while the 
latter is concerned with the practical ethical question, what Jesus is for you. 
Nor did he agree with Hegel that speculative truth in some way is expressed 
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parum mutandas esse iudicaverit fidei affirmationes ut cum systemate spec¬ 
ulative reconciliari possint. 

Maiorem orthodoxiam turn alii turn LA. Dorner ea lege quaesivit ut trini- 
tatem ‘oeconomicam’ ex fontibus scripturisticis probaret neque aliunde ad 
trinitatem ‘immanentem’ ascenderet. Sententiam hegelianam (qua Deus 
Filius est quasi mundus et Deus Spiritus est mundi ad Deum Patrem redi- 
tus) impugnavit. Docuit Patrem esse Deum in se necessitate ethica necessar- 
ium, Filium vero esse modum alterum eiusdem entis qua ethici, nempe, 
libertatem, Spiritum denique esse amorem qui necessitatem et libertatem 
in unum redigit. 

A. Ritschl ad Kant redivit, valoris iudicia summopere aestimavit, quod- 
cumque denique vel speculativum vel metaphysicum videretur, expulit. 
Theologia Deum con'siderat, non in se, sed prout in Christo Iesu datur. Pa¬ 
ter ergo est Deus prout se revelat, Spiritus autem est potentia Dei secun¬ 
dum quam communitas Christiana suam facit illam revelationem, quam sui 
ipsius per suum Filium facit Deus. 

Unde A. Harnack omnem formulationem trinitariam vel christologicam 
nisi perversionem quandam evangelicae simplicitatis et maiestatis non esse 
iudicavit. Deus Pater est Pater Iesu eo modo quo est Pater omnium, homi- 
num; evangelia revelant non Filium sed Patrem. E contra, alii qui Ritschl se- 
quebantur, W. Herrmann, T. Haring, J.. Kaftan, etsi systemate suo non 
parum retinerentur, formulis traditionalibus plus concedere voluerunt. 6 

4 Quo ex ambiente provenit qui dicitur neonicaenismus, seu theoria 
quaedam de vera mente Athanasii, 7 Hilarii, Basilii, Gregorii Nazianzeni, 
Gregorii Nysseni, qui omnes vel plures vocem quidem homoousion adhi- 
buissent sed eandem sensu homoeousiano intellexissent. 

5 Declinante liberalismo ad honorem fere restituitur dogma trinitarium 
turn alibi turn praecipue per doctrinam K. Barth qui intrinsecam fere videt 
connexionem inter verbum Dei revelatum et revelantem Trinitatem. 


7 A. Harnack excipit Athanasium. 

8 T. Zahn, Marcellus von Ancyru, Gotha 1867. J. Gummerus, Die homoousianische 
Partei, Leipzig 1900. F. Loofs, art. Arianismus, ReabEncycl. f prot. Theologie .J. 


by the affirmations of faith, since he judged that the affirmations of faith 
would have to undergo a great deal of change to be able to be reconciled 
with a speculative system. 

I. A. Dorner, among others, sought greater orthodoxy in this way, namely, 
that he would prove the ‘economic’ Trinity from scriptural sources without 
going elsewhere to ascend to the ‘immanent’ Trinity. He rejected the He¬ 
gelian opinion according to which God the Son is the world, so to speak, and 
God the Spirit is the returning of the world to God the Father. He taught 
that the Father was God in himself, necessary by ethical necessity, that the 
Son was another mode of the same being as ethical, namely, freedom, and 
that the Spirit was the love that brings necessity and freedom into unity. 

A. Ritschl went back to Kant, prized judgments of value most highly, and 
finally rejected whatever seemed to be speculative or metaphysical. Theolo¬ 
gy studies God, not as God is in himself, but as found in Christ Jesus. The 
Father, therefore, is God as revealing himself, while the Spirit is the power 
of God through which the Christian community appropriates that revela¬ 
tion in which God reveals himself through his Son. 

Hence A. Harnack judged all trinitarian or christological formulations to 
be merely a perversion of the simplicity and majesty of the gospel. God the 
Father is the Father of Jesus in the same way as he is the Father of all human 
beings; the gospels reveal not the Son but the Father. On the other hand, 
W. Herrmann, T. Haring, and J. Kaftan, who also followed Ritschl, although 
considerably hampered by their own system, opted to concede more to the 
traditional formulas. 6 

4 Out of this atmosphere there emerged what is called neo-Nicenism, a 
theory about the true thought of Athanasius, 7 Hilary, Basil, Gregory Nazian- 
zen, and Gregory of Nyssa, claiming that all or most of them had used the 
term homoousion but understood it in a homoiousian sense. 8 

5 With the decline of liberalism, trinitarian dogma was fairly well restored 
to its place of honor in many quarters, and especially through the teaching 
of Karl Barth, who sees quite well the intrinsic connection between the re¬ 
vealed word of God and the revealing Trinity. 

6 Claude Welch, The Trinity in Contemporary Theology (London: SCM Press, 1953) 
has a fuller treatment of these and other topics, pp. 3-41. For a summary, see 
Ch. Duquoc, ‘La Trinite dans la theologie protestante contemporaine,’ 
Lumiere et Vie 30 (1956) 121-31 [=841-51]. 

7 Harnack exempts Athanasius. 

8 Theodor Zahn, Marcdlus von Aneyva: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Theologie 
(Gotha: F.A. Perthes, 1867). Jaakko Gummerus, Die homoousianische Partei bis 
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Quae tamen restitutio non omni exceptione maior videtur. Quamvis 
enim Barth modalismum non profiteatur sed in ipso Deo tria realiter inter 
se distincta agnoscat, nihilominus haec distincta non tarn personas dicit 
quam essendi modos ( Seinsweisen) ■ Quern in sensum magis aperte tendit C. 
Welch.® 

Argumenti pars prima: Patris etFilii et Spiritus sancti una est divinitas, potenlia, 
substantia. 

1 Me 12.29 (Deut 6.4): Audi Israel, Dominus Deus tuus Deus unus est. 


Turmel (utens ps.-nom., Coulange), Rev. d'hist. et de lilt, relig, 1922, pp. 303- 
23; idem, Histoire des dogmes, 1932, n, 103-150- A. Harnack, Lehrbuch derDog- 
mengeschichte, 5th ed., 1931, 278, 275. 


Aliter ab aliis acatholicis iudicatur haec theoria. F. Loofs earn pronuntiat 
fere communem inter protestantes, Theol. Literaturzeitung 51 (1926) 137. G. • 
Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, London 1936, p. 242: ‘The doctrine of the 
Cappadocians was substantially the same as that of Athanasius, from whom 
they had learned it. But their emphasis was different. They have been accused 
~ quite unjustly and inaccurately - of being pracdcally tritheists. That was not 
the case.’ 


Refutari solet haec opinio turn in monographiis de singulis auctoribus 
(Hauret, Smulders, Gonzalez) turn in manualibus (vide praesertim R. Arnou, 
DeDeo Trino, Romae 1933, pp. 113-130). RecentiusJ. Lebon, Rev. d’hist. eccl 
47 ( 1952 ) 485 - 
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S till , this restoration does seem somewhat questionable. For although 
Barth does not profess to be a modalist and does acknowledge three dis¬ 
tinct realities in God, nonetheless he says that these distinct realities are not 
so much persons as modes of being (Seinsweisen). Claude Welch more obvi¬ 
ously inclines to this view. 9 

First part of the argument: The Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit have one 
divinity, one power, one substance. 

1 Mark 12.29 (Deuteronomy.6.4): ‘Hear, Israel, the Lord your God is one.’ 


z urn Tode des Konstantins: Ein Beitragzur Geschichte des Arianischen Slreites in den 
Jahren 356-361 (Leipzig: A. Deichert’sche [Georg Bohme] and Helsingfors: 
FrenckellskaTryckeri-Akthebolaget, 1900). Friedrich Loofs, article ‘Arianis- 
mus,’ in Real-Encydopadie fur protestanlische Theologie und Kirche (1897 edition) 
6-45. Joseph Turmel (under the nom-de-plume ‘Louis Coulange’), ‘Metamor¬ 
phose du consubstantiel: Athanase et Hilaire,’ Revue d’histoire et de litterature 
religeuses 8 [new series] (1922) 169-214. [It may be that Lonergan derives his 
information on Tunnel's pseudonym from Arnou’s book, DeDeo Trino, cited 
below; see page 113, note 1 of that book.] Joseph Turmel, Histoire des dogmes, 
vol. 2: La Trinile, L’lncamation, La Vierge Marie (Paris: Rieder, 1932) 103-50. 
Adolf von Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, vol. 2: Dei Entwicklung des 
hirchlichenDogmas, 5th ed. (Tubingen: j.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1931) 259 - 
84 [In English, from the third German edition, History of Dogma, vols. 4 and 5, 
trans. Neil Buchanan (New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1961) 80-107]. 

Non-Catholics have a different opinion about this theory. Friedrich Loofs 
[in the course of his review of Christologie: Vom Tode des Athanasius bis zum Aus- 
bruch des Nestorianischen Streites (373-429) by Eduard Weigl (Mvinchen: J. Kosel 
u. F. Pustet, 1925) and Jesus Christus nach derLehre des hi. Gregor von Nyssa: Eine 
dogmengeschicktliche Studie by Johann Lenz (Trier: Paulinus-Druckerei, 1925)] 
in Theologische Literaturzeitung 51/6 (1926) 134 - 37 . at 137, maintains that it is 
fairly common among Protestants. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought 242: ‘The 
doctrine of the Cappadocians was substantially the same as that of Athanasius, 
from whom they had learned it. But their emphasis was different. They have 
been accused - quite unjustly and inaccurately - of being practically tritheists. 
That was not the case. ’ 

This opinion has generally been refuted in monographs by individual 
authors (Charles Hauret [ Comment le Defenseur de Hide ’ a-t-il compris le dogma de 
Nide ] , Pierre Smulders, [La doctrine trinitaire de S. Hilaire de Poitiers: Etude 
preddee d’une esquisse du mouvepient dogmaliquedepuis le Concile de Niceejusqu 'au 
regne deJulien (325-362)] , Severino Gonzalez [La formula MIA OYEIA TPEIT 
YHOSTASEIS en San Gregorio deNisa (Romae: apud aedes Universitatis Grego- 
rianae, 1939)], as well as in the manuals; see especially Arnou, DeDeo Trino 
113-30. More recently [see the previously cited article by] Joseph Lebon, ‘Le 
sort du “consubstantiel” niceen’ 485-529. 

9 See Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics 390-96. 
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2 S. Dionysius, R. P.: ‘Hi enim probe norunt Trinitatem quidem in divina 
scriptura praedicari, tres autem esse deos neque in veteri neque in novo tes- 
tamento doceri.’ db 48, ds 112. 

Accedunt caetera superius memorata symbola et documenta. Adde quae 
in tractatu de Deo uno afferuntur circa divinam unitatem atque simplici- 
tatem. 

3 Circa Patres postnicaenos in appendice admittemus 10 non omnibus nu- 
meris absolutum ab iis excogitatum esse systema, statim vero probabimus 
eos nisi unum Deum non agnovisse. 

Circa S. Athanasium, vide quae superius attulimus et explicavimus. 11 
Quamvis enim non constetde una numerice divinitate vel ex imaginibus uti 
solis et splendoris, vel ex argumentis quibus probat non alienae vel diversae 
ac Patris naturae esse Filium (quod tamen probare contra Arianos sufficie- 
bat), vel ex sola identitatis voce quam saepius adhibuit, 12 manifeste tamen 
illam divinam unitatem intendit et vult quam docent scripturae. Exemplo 
sit: 

Idcirco enim divina scriptura nobis huiusmodi exempla suppeditavit, ut rem 
ita intelligeremus, sicut supra docuimus. Ex quibus certe cum proditores 
Iudaeos turn gentilium calumnias facile est refellere qui, cum Trinitatem 
colimus, multos a nobis deos agnosci aiunt et arbitrantur. Nec enim, ut etiam 
ex allato exemplo constat, tria principia vel tres patres inducimus, uti Mar- 
cionitae etManichaei: quandoquidem nec tres soles in exemplum propo- 
suerimus, sed solem et splendorem, unamque lucem ex sole in splendore 
existentem. Ita unum agnoscimus principium: nec opifici Verbo diversum 


12 Difficultatem facit Ad Serap n, 3; mg 26, 6i2 b: ‘homines siimus consubstan- 
tiales quia similes et identitatem habentes’; at in hominibus nisi originis non 
est identitas. Cf.J. Lebon, Rev. d’hist. eccl. 47 (1952) 518 et 520 n. 2. 
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2 Pope St Dionysius: ‘For these know very well that, while the Trinity is 
certainly taught in the divine scriptures, neither the Old Testament nor the 
New teaches that there are three gods.’ db 48, ds 112, nd 301. 

In addition, there are the creeds and documents mentioned previously, 
as well as what is said in the treatise on the one God concerning the unity 
and simplicity of God. 

3 As for the post-Nicene Fathers, we will admit in an appendix 10 that the 
system they devised was not perfect in all respects, but at this point we shall 
prove that they acknowledged only one God. 

Concerning St Athanasius, refer to what we related and explained 
above. 11 For although what he says about the numerical unity of the divinity 
is unclear, either because of the imagery, like that of the sun and radiance, 
or because of the arguments by which he proves that the Son is of a nature 
that is not foreign to or different from that of the Father (which, however, 
was a cogent argument against the Arians), or because of the one example 
of identity that he very often used, 12 still it is obvious that he deliberately in¬ 
tended to teach the divine unity that is taught in the scriptures. For instance: 

Divine scripture has supplied us with examples of this sort in order 
that we might understand the matter, as we have said above. By 
means of them it is certainly easy to refute both the traitorous Jews 
and the calumnies of the Gentiles who, when we worship the Trinity, 
believe and say that we recognize many gods. For, as is also clear from 
the example we gave, we do not propose three principles or three fa¬ 
thers, as the Marcionites and Manichaeans do, since in our example 
we did not speak of three suns but of the sun and its radiance, and 
one light that has its being from the sun through its radiance. Thus 
we acknowledge one principle, and we do not attribute to the Word 
the Maker any different mode of divinity but the very same divinity of 


10 [Below, pp. 492-501.] 

11 Pp. i 9 °- 99 ; 344 - 51 - 

12 The problem is in the letter Ad Serapionem, n, 3; mg 26, 612 b: ‘We as humans 
are consubstantial because we are similar and have identity.’ But in humans 
there is only identity of origin. See J. Lebon, ‘Le sort du “consubstantiel" 
niceen’ 518 and 520, n. 2. [What appears to be a quotation from Athanasius 
seems rather to be a paraphrase. Or it may be that Lonergan checked the 
Latin rendition against the Greek and substituted his own Latin translation. 
Slight discrepancies occur frequently enough to justify this as a possibility. 
The text here, however, follows Lonergan’s rendition of the Latin.] 
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aliquem divinitatis.modum, sed ipsam solius Dei divinitatem attribuimus, eo 
quod ex ipso natum sit. Verum multo aequius Ariani 13 ... quod absit ut nobis 
unquam in mentem veniat. Siquidem una est divinitatis forma quae eadem 
est quoque in Verbo. Unus inquam est Deus Pater, in seipso existens, secun¬ 
dum quod super omnia est; in Filio autem apparens, secundum quod per 
omnia pervadit; itemque in Spiritu, cum in omnibus per Verbum in ipso 
Spiritu agit. Sic enim unum perTrinitatem Deum esse confitemur ... 14 

4 Sic autem $- Basilius: 

Numera separatim Patrem et separatim Filium; sed ne scindaris in multi- 
tudinem deorum, unam in utroque essentiam confiteare. Ita et Sabellius ca- 
dit et Anomoeus conteritur. 15 

Tres deos a nobis praedicari causantur ... Sed pugnat pro nobis veritas, cum 
et publice omnibus, et privatim accedentibus demonstremus, anathematizari 
a nobis quisquis tres deos dicit, ac ne Christianum quidem iudicari. 16 

Neque enim iuxta compositionem numeramus, ab uno ad plures facientes 
incrementum, ut dicamus unum, duo, tria, neque primum, secundum, ter- 
tium. ‘Ego enim Deus primus, et ego post haec’ (Is 44-6). Secundum autem 
Deum numquam hactenus aiudivimus: quippe Deum ex Deo adorantes, 
etiam proprietatem profitemur hypostaseon, manemusque in uno princi- 
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the one God by the fact that he is born from him. But much more 
rightly could the Arians 13 which God forbid should ever enter our 
mindt For there is one form of divinity that is the same in the Word 
as well. I say there is one God the Father, existing in himself, by rea¬ 
son of which he is above all things; but he is manifested in the Son, by 
reason of which he pervades all things; and he is also in the Spirit, 
acting in all things through the Word in the Spirit. Thus do we con¬ 
fess one God existing through a Trinity ,.. 14 

4 St Basil makes the following statements. 

Count the Father and the Son separately; yet do not split them into a 
plurality of gods, but confess one essence in each. In this way Sabel¬ 
lius falls and the Anomoian is crushed. 15 

We are accused of preaching three gods ... But truth is on our side, 
since we state publicly to all, and privately to those who come to us, 
that whoever says there are three gods is anathema to us, and 
deemed not even to be a Christian. 16 

For we do not count by way of addition, increasing from one to sever¬ 
al, saying one, two, three, or first, second, third. ‘I am the first and I 
am the last, and there is no other God besides me’ (Isaiah 44.6). 
Heretofore we have never even heard of a second God. In worshiping 
God from God we also assert the property of the hypostases, we stay 


13 [Lonergan’s ellipsis covers the following: ‘But much more rightly could the 
Arians be accused of admitting a multitude of gods or even no gods at all, 
since they babble on about the Word being a creature and from outside the 
Father, and about the Holy Spirit as made out of nothing. For they have to 
admit either that the Word is not god, or else, if they do not dare to deny that 
he is God, since this is in scripture, they would have him to be of a different 
nature (owriat;) from the Father. But that would open the way to there being 
many gods through diversity in their natures, unless, of course, they should be 
so bold as to say that the Word is God only by participation, like all other 
beings. If that is what they think, they are no less impious, since they would be 
numbering the Word among created things - which God forbid should ever 
enter our mind!’] 

14 Athanasius, Oratio 3 contra Arianos, 15; mg 26, 352 c and 354 ab. 

15 Basil, Homilia xxiv, contra Sabellianos et Arium, et Anomoeos, 3; mg 31. 605 b. 

16 Basil, Epistulae, 189, 2; mg 32, 685 c. 
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patu, non dissipantes theologiam in scissam multitudinem, eo quod unam in 
Deo Patre et Deo unigenito formam, ut ita loquar, contemplamur, in una et 
omnino simili deitate expressam. Filius enim in Patre, et Pater in Filio: quan- 
doquidem hie talis est qualis ille, et ille qualis hie; atque in hoc unum sunt. 
Itaque iuxta personarum proprietatem, unus sunt et unus; at iuxta commun- 
em naturam, unum sunt. Quomodo igitur si unus et unus sunt, non sunt duo 
dii? Quoniam rex dicitur et regis imago, non autem duo reges. Neque enim 
potestas scinditur, neque gloria dividitur. Quemadmodum enim principatus 
ac potestas nobis dominans una est: sic et glorificatio quam illi deferimus una 
est, non multae: nam imaginis honor ad exemplar transit. Quod igitur hie est 
per imitationem imago, hoc illic natura Filius. Et quemadmodum in iis quae 
arte flunt, similitudo est secundum formam; ita in divina incompositaque 
natura, in communione deitatis est unio. 17 


Postquam vero quorundam de nominibus communibus obiectionem exposuit, 
dixit: 

At non crediderim illos ad tantum stuporem devenisse, ut dicant Deum 
universorum, velut communitatem quandam, rauone sola intelligibilem, nul¬ 
la autem in hypostasi subsistentem, in subiecta dividi ... l8 

Et alibi: 

Qui enim hominem dixit, confusum quendam conceptum per indefinitam 
significadonem auribus intulit, sic ut natura quidem eo nomine ostendatur, 
subsistens autem res et proprio nomine designata minime significetur. 19 

5 Gregorius Nazienzenus claritate rhetorica locutus est. 

... erat lux vera quae illuminat omnera hominem venientem in hunc mun- 
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within one primacy, we do not cut theology into many pieces, since in 
God the Father and God the only-begotten Son we contemplate a sin¬ 
gle form, so to speak, expressed in one totally similar divinity. For the 
Son is in the Father and the Father is in the Son, since the latter is 
like the former and the former like the latter, and in this they are 
one. Thus, in terms of the property of persons they are this one and 
that one, but in terms of their common nature they are one. How, 
then, if this one is and that one is, are there not two gods? Because 
when we speak of a king and of the image of the king, we do not say 
there are two kings. For power is not split nor glory divided. Just as 
the primacy and power ruling over us is one, so the glory we give to it 
is one, not many, for the honor paid to an image goes to the one 
whose image it is. Therefore, what an image is through representa¬ 
tion, the Son is by nature. And just as in things that are produced by 
art there is similitude in their form, so in the noncomposite divine 
nature there is unity in the sharing of divinity. 17 

After stating the objection of certain persons concerning common terms, 
he added: 

But I wouldn’t have believed that they were so stupid as to say that the 
God of all things, like some common quality, apprehended by reason 
alone and subsisting in no hypostasis, is parceled out into various sub¬ 
jects ... l8 

And elsewhere Basil writes: 

Saying the word ‘man’ brings to one’s ears a concept that is vague be¬ 
cause of its indefinite meaning, so that a nature is indeed indicated 
by that noun, but the subsistent being designated by a proper name is 
not signified at all. 19 

5 Gregory Nazianzen spoke with rhetorical clarity. 

... he was the true light that enlightens everyone coming into this 

17 Basil, De Spiritu sancto, 45; mg 32,149 bc. 

18 Ibid, 41; mg 32,144 cd. 

19 Basil, Epistulae, 38,3; mg 32, 328 A. 
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dum. Pater. Erat lux vera quae illuminat omnem hominem venientem in 
hunc rmindum, Filius. Erat lux vera quae illuminat omnem hominem ve¬ 
nientem in hunc mundum, alius Paracletus. Erat et erat et erat, sed unum er¬ 
at. Lux et lux et lux, sed lux una, unus Deus. 20 

Unde aequalitatem personarum clare concludere potuit: ‘Non enim se ipso 
quidquam maius aut minus est 

Ad obiectionem quod etiam apud paganos una sit deitas sicut apud homines una 
est humanitas, respondit: ‘At illic communitas unitatem habet, quae cogitatione 
sola considerari possit; singularia autem et tempore et affectionibus et potentia 
plurimum inter se divisa sunt.’ 22 

6 Gregorius Nyssenus: 

Sed posteaquam discrimen- in his intellixeris, naturae rursus unitas non ad- 
mittit divisionem: adeo ut neque monarchiae dominatus scindatur, neque 
congruat id quod dicitur cum dogmate ludaico; sed per medium duarum 
opinionum procedat veritas, et utramque tollens haeresim, et ab utraque ac- 
cipiens id quod est usui. Nam Iudaei quidem dogma tollit, et Verbum admit- 
tendo et credendo Spiritum: eorum autem qui stant a Graecis aboletur error 
multorum deorum, ea quae est secundum naturam unitate circumscribente 
et arcente multorum phantasiam. Rursus autem ex Iudaica opinione maneat 
naturae unitas, ex eo autem quod Graeci opinantur sola discretio in hyposta- 
sibus, impiae opinioni utrinque congruo adhibito remedio ... 23 
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world - the Father. He was the true light that enlightens everyone 
coming into this world - the Son. He was the true light that enlight¬ 
ens everyone coming into this world - the other Paraclete. He was 
and he was and he was, but there was one. Light and light and light, 
but one light, one God. 20 

Hence he was able to conclude clearly to the equality of the persons: ‘for 
there is nothing by itself that is greater or less ,..’ 21 

To the objection that even for pagans there is one divinity, just as among 
human beings there is one humanity, he replied, ‘But in that instance the 
commonality has a unity that can be apprehended by thought alone, where¬ 
as the individuals greatly differ among themselves in time and dispositions 
and ability.’ 22 

6 Gregory of Nyssa: 

But when you have grasped the distinction among them, once again 
the unity of nature does not admit of division; thus, the monarchical 
power is not split through division into different divinities; and on 
the other hand, what is said is not consonant with the Jewish doc¬ 
trine, but truth follows a middle course between the two opinions, de¬ 
nying the heresies on both sides and taking from each whatever is 
useful. For it demolishes Jewish teaching by accepting the Word and 
by believing in the Spirit, and at the same time the unity of nature 
eliminates the error of those who with the Greeks believe in many 
gods and dispels their fantasy of a multitude [of gods]. Again, from 
the teaching of the Jews let only the unity of nature remain, and out 
of what the Greeks believe, keep only the distinction among the hy¬ 
postases, thereby applying a suitable remedy for heresy derived from 
the impious opinion on either side .., 23 


20 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 31 (theologica 5), 3; mg 36,136 b. 

21 Gregory Nazienzen, Oratio 22, 12; mg 35, 1144 c. 

22 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 31 (theologica 5), 15; MG 36, 149 B. 

23 Gregory of Nyssa, Oratio catecketica , 3 ; mg 45,17 D and 20 a. See his Ad 
Ablabium quod non sint tres dii, mg 45.115-36; and in Jaeger, Gregorii Nysseni 
Opera Dogmatica Minora, vol. in/1 in Gregorii Nysseni Opera, 37-55. 
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Altera pars argumenti: Tres sunt personae seu hypostases, notis propriis Usque 
relativis inter se distinctae. 

l Sunt tres. 24 

Quod ex antecessis constat turn scripturisticis turn dogmaticis (db 48- 
51), sed opportune hie memoratur locus classicus, Mt 28.19: baptizantes 
eos in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti... ,25 

Circa baptismum notate eum supponere auctoritatem, Io 1.25; Mt 21.25; 
Me 11.30; Lc 20.4; dare distingui inter baptismum Ioannis et baptismum 
Christi, Mt 3.11; Me 1.8; Lc 3.16; Act 19.2 ss.; eo quod baptismus Christi est 
in Spiritu sancto, ibid., et Io 1.26; 3 - 5 ; cf. 1 Cor 6.11. 

Baptismus christianus non est in nomen Pauli, 1 Cor 1.13-15; sed in nom¬ 
ine Christi, Act 2.38; 8.16; 10.48;-19.6; vel in Christum, Rom 6.3; Gal 3.27; in 
mortem Christi, Rom 6.3, 4 ; cf. Col 2.12; in uno Spiritu in unum corpus, 1 
Cor 12.13; cf. Eph 4.4-6. 

Sensus expressionis eiq to ovopa 26 habetur ex Mt 10.41 s.; 18.20; Heb 6.10; 
etiam ex Me 9.41 quatenus aliter exprimit loc. par. Mt 10.42; dicit ergo in- 
tentionem, motivum, causam finalem. Videtur Graecitas ex Aramaico 
vertentis, ut idem sit sensus baptizare in nomen Christi et baptizare in 
Christum. 27 


24 Quod in Vulgata legitur apud 1 Io 5.7 conurja Ioanneum dicitur; secundum 
editores omittitur in Graeco; cf. db 2198, ds 3681 s. 

25 Qui locus critice extra quaestionem est, qui in omnibus legitur codicibus. 
Eum tamen posterius esse additum neque ante saec. ivm receptum opinatus 
est F.C. Conybeare, de quo vide J. Lebreton, Histoire, 1, 599-610; ubi etiam 
multa patristica collecta sunt. 


27 5 Cf. twnt v, 274 s. (Bietenhard); bibl. p. 242 s., de praepositionibus variis, p. 
270. F. Prat, Theologie de saint Paul, n, note x. Circa realismum nominis, cf. Act 
1.15; Apoc. 3.4; ii. 13. Caute distingue inter baptizare propter aliquem et bap- 
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Second part of the argument: They are three persons or hypostases distinguished from 
one another by their proper attributes , which are relative. 

1 They are three. 24 

This is clear from the foregoing quotations, both scriptural and dogmatic 
(db 48-51, DS 1.12-15, ND 301-303), but it will be fitting here to recall the lo- • 
cus classicus, Matthew 28.19: baptizing them in the name of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit ... ,25 

Regarding baptism, note that it supposes authority: John 1.25, Matthew 
21.25, Mark 11.30, Luke 20.4. There is a clear distinction between the bap¬ 
tism of John and the baptism of Christ (Matthew 3.11, Mark 1.8, Luke 3.16, 
Acts 19.2-5); for the baptism of Christ is baptism in the Holy Spirit (ibid, 
and John 1.26, 3.5; see 1 Corinthians 6.11). 

Christian baptism is not baptism in the name of Paul (1 Corinthians 1 - 13 “ 
15), but in the name of Christ (Acts 2.38, 8.16, 10.48, 19.6); or into Christ 
(Romans 6.3, Galatians 3-27); or into the death of Christ (Romans 6 . 3 - 4 ; 
see Colossians 2.12); in one Spirit into one body (1 Corinthians 12.13; see 
Ephesians 4-4-6). 

The meaning of the expression eiq to ovopct 86 is had from Matthew 1O.41, 
42; 18.20, Hebrews 6.10; also from Mark 9.41, as expressing in a different 
way the parallel text, Matthew 10.42. It indicates, therefore, intention, mo¬ 
tive, final cause. It seems to be the Greek of someone translating from Ara¬ 
maic, so that to baptize in the name of Christ and to baptize into Christ 
have the same meaning. 27 


24 The verse in the Vulgate at 1 John 5.7 is called the Johannine Comma. 
According to the editors it is omitted in the Greek. See db 2198, ds 3681- 
82. 

25 This text, which is found in all the codices, is, critically speaking, beyond ques¬ 
tion. But that it was added later and not accepted before the fourth century is 
the opinion of F.C. Conybeare, [History of New Testament-Criticism (London: 
Watts & Co., 1910) 74 - 77 ]; see Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite, 1, 599 - 
610, where also many patristic texts are collected. [In English, in abbreviated 
form, History of the Dogma of the Trinity, vol. l, 436 - 39 -] 

26 [But el q ovopa, Matthew 10.41, 42, ev naovopau, Acts 2.38 and 10.48, ev 
ovopern, Mark 9.41, with no apparent difference in meaning. In the Vulgate 
these are all translated by in nomine.] 

27 See twnt v, 274-75 (Hans Bietenhard); bibliography, 242-43; on the various 
prepositions, 270. [tdnt v, 274—76, bibliography, 242; on the various preposi¬ 
tions, 271.] Prat, La theologie de saint Paul, 11, note x [551-58; in English, The 
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Vim articuli Graeci repetiti collige ex comparatis Act 26.30 (quater 
repetitur) et lo 20.17 (semel ante quattuor nomina dicitur); cf. 1 Th 3.11 ; 
1 Cor 1.3; 3.8; Phil 4.20; Tit 2.13; Zorell, Lexicon, s.v., 6, vin, cols. 892-93. 


Unde concludes baptismum christianum secundum Mt 28.19 esse prop¬ 
ter, vel intendendo, vel respiciendo ad tres, nempe, Patrem, Filium, Spiri- 
tum sanctum. Ulterius concludes hoc in loco non addi nisi respectum ad 
Patrem; superius enim multipliciter constat baptismum christianum re- 
spicere (1) Christum seu Filium et (2) Spiritum sanctum. Tertio concludes 
non mirum et novum esse hunc respectum ad Patrem, ex quo et in quern 
sunt omnia secundum doctrinam nt. 


Ad obiectiones criticorum responded potest: (1) arguitur dogmatice ex loco 
certe canonico et ad mentem c. Vaticani, db 1787 s.; (2) alibi iam esse demon- 
stratam veritatem resurrecdonis Chrisd, et ideo alibi iam sunt solutae obiecdones 
contra authendcitatem ex hoc capite; 28 (3) existere difficultatem circa primidvam 
formulam bapdsmi, quam alii aliter solvunt, de qua in tract, de Baptismo; quam 
tamen difficultatem rem nostram non directe tangere, si quidem dare ‘vobis 
calicem aquae in nomine meo quia Chrisd esds’ (Me 9.41; 29 Mt 10.42) vel ‘duo vel 
tres congregad in nomine meo' (Mt 18.20) vel opus et dilecdonem in nomine ipsius 
ostendere (Heb 6.10)3° non dicunt fixam et immutabilem verborum formulam. 


dzaf-e pronundando nomen alicuius; cf. tract, de baptismo; plurima collegit 
J.H. Crehan, Early Christian Baptism and the Creed, London 1950. 
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The force of the repeated article in Greek can be seen from comparing 
Acts 26.30, where it is repeated four times, with John 20.17, where it is used 
once before four names. See 1 Thessalonians 3.11, 1 Corinthians 1.3 and 
3.8, Philippians 4.20, Titus 2.13; Francisco Zorell, Lexicon Graecum Novi Tes¬ 
tament, 2nd ed., vol. vn of Cursus Scripturae Sacrae (Paris: P. Lethielleux, 
1931), s.v. 6 , viii, cols. 892-93. 

From the foregoing we may conclude that according to Matthew 28.19 
Christian baptism is for the sake of, or directed towards, or referring to the 
Three, namely, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. We may further 
conclude that in this text only a reference to the Father is added; for from 
the texts quoted above it is abundantly clear that Christian baptism regards 
(1) Christ or the Son, and (2) the Holy Spirit. Thirdly, we may conclude 
that this reference to the Father is not surprising or novel, for according to 
the teaching of the New Testament the Father is the one from whom and to 
whom all things are. 

The objections of critics can be answered as follows: (1) we are arguing 
dogmatically from a text that is certainly canonical and according to the 
mind of Vatican 1 (db 1787-88, ds 3006-3007, nd 216-17); (2) the truth of 
the resurrection of Christ has already been demonstrated elsewhere, and so 
the objections against the authenticity of this text have already been solved 
from this chapter; 28 (3) there, is a difficulty regarding an early baptismal for¬ 
mula which different authors solve in different ways in their treatise on bap¬ 
tism; but this difficulty does not touch our present topic, since ‘to give you 
a cup of water in my name because you belong to Christ’ (Mark 9.41 ; 29 Mat¬ 
thew 10.42), or ‘where two or three are gathered in my name’ (Matthew 
18.20), or ‘your work and the love that you showed in his name ...’ (He¬ 
brews 6.10) 30 do not use a fixed and immutable verbal formula. 


Theology 1 of Saint Paul, vol. 2, note x, 461-68]. On the realism of‘name,’ see 
Acts 1.15, Revelation 3.4, 11.13. Distinguish carefully between baptizing on 
account of someone and baptizing by pronouncing the name of someone; see 
the treatise on baptism. A number of instances have been collected by Joseph 
Hugh Crehan, Early Christian Baptism and the Creed: A Study in Ante-Nicene The¬ 
ology (London: Burns Oates & Washbourne, 1950). 

28 [Chapter 2, ‘On Revelation,’ of Session in of the Council.] 

29 [Vulgate, in nomine meo, quia Christi estir, Greek, ev ovopem, 6u Xpiotob eoxe. 
nrsv: ‘Whoever gives you a cup of water to drink because you bear the name 
of Christ...’] 

30 [Vulgate, in nomine ipsius; Greek siq to ovojxa aurou nrsv: ‘for his sake.’]. 
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2 Sunt tres hypostases seu personae. 

(a) Arguitur ex definitione hypostasis (subsistens distinctum) et perso¬ 
nae (subsistens distinctum in natura intellectuali). 

Pater est subsistens in natura intellectuali, nam Deus est; et idem est di- 
cendum de Filio et Spiritu propter eorum consubstantialitatem. ‘Quod 
enim de tua gloria revelante te credimus, hoc de Filio tuo, hoc de Spiritu 
sancto, sine differentia discretionis sentimus.’ 31 

Et iam probatum est supra esse tres inter se distinctos; Pater ergo est sub¬ 
sistens distinctum in natura intellectuali; Filius est subsistens distinctum in 
natura intellectuali; .Spiritus sanctus est subsistens distinctum in natura in¬ 
tellectuali. 

(b) Circa personalitatem Patris et Filii sive in scripturis sive in traditione 
antenicaena, minime dubitatur. Circa Spiritum sanctum, plena claritas nisi 
pedetentim non est universal!ter habita, turn quia Spiritus praecipue in- 
notescit per operationem et effectum, turn quia notio personae non facile 
definitur, turn quia nisi analogice non praedicatur ‘persona’ de hominibus 
et de Patre, Filio, Spiritu. Quae quidem difficultates non solum in antiquis 
inveniuntur sed etiam in eruditioribus exegetis et historicis, quibus sads 
esse non videtur determinare (1) utrum Spiritus vere sit Deus et {2) utrum 
sit distinctus a Patre et Filio (quibus tota solvitur quaesdo uti supra [a] habi- 
tum est), sed ulterius subtilius investigant utrum Spiritus quasi persona es- 
set ab auctoribus antiquis imaginadone repraesentetur, et cum hoc facile 
demonstraverint, statim tamen formident ne forte symbolicam tantummo- 
do quasi personificationem invenerint. 

Iam'vero in scripturis clare concipitur Spiritus ut is qui agit. Nam dixit 
Spiritus Philippo (Act 8.29), rapuit Philippum (Act 8.39), dixit Petro (Act 
10.19; 1112), dixit Andochenis (Act 13.2), misit Paulum et Barnabam (Act 
13-2, 4, 9), cum apostolis decrevit (Act 15.28), vetat et non permisit (Act 
16.6, 7), protestatur dicens (Act 20.23), ponit episcopos (Act 20.28), dixit 
Agabo (Act 21.11). Neque tantum in nt operatur, sed etiam per prophetas 
locutus est (Act 28.25 et passim) . 
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2 They are three hypostases or persons. 

(a) We argue from the definition of hypostasis, ‘a distinct subsistent,’ and 
of person, ‘a distinct subsistent in an intellectual nature.’ 

The Father is a subsistent in an intellectual nature, for he is God; and the 
same is to be said of the Son and of the Spirit because of their consubstan- 
tiality, ‘for what we believe by your revelation about your glory, we hold the 
same about your Son and the same about the Holy Spirit, without any dif¬ 
ference or discrimination.’ 31 

And we have already proven above that the Three are distinct from one 
another; therefore, the Father is a distinct subsistent in an intellectual na¬ 
ture, the Son is a distinct subsistent in an intellectual nature, and the Holy 
Spirit is a distinct subsistent in an intellectual nature. 

(b) Concerning the personhood of the Father and of the Son, there is ab¬ 
solutely no doubt, either in scripture or in the ante-Nicene tradition. Con¬ 
cerning the Holy Spirit, however, complete clarity was universally attained 
only gradually, because the Spirit is chiefly known through his operations 
and effects, because the notion of person is not easily defined, and because 
‘person’ is predicated only analogically of humans beings on the one hand 
and of the Father, the Son, and the Spirit on the other. These difficulties 
are found not only among the ancient authors but also among very learned 
exegetes and historians, for whom it is apparently not enough to determine 
(1) whether the Spirit is truly God and (2) whether he is distinct from the 
Father and the Son (by which the whole question is solved as in [a), above); 
instead, delving into the matter with greater subtlety, they inquire whether 
the Spirit was represented as a person in the imagination of the ancient 
writers, and when they have easily demonstrated this, they immediately ex¬ 
press the fear that they may have perhaps discovered a merely symbolic qua¬ 
si-personification. 

Now, in scripture the Spirit is clearly conceived as one who acts. For the 
Spirit spoke to Philip (Acts 8.29), snatched Philip away (Acts 8.39), spoke to 
Peter (Acts 10:19, 11.12), spoke to the Antiochenes (Acts 13.2), sent Paul 
and Barnabas (Acts 13.2, 4 > 9 ). made a decision with the apostles (Acts 
15.28), forbade and did not permit (Acts 16.6-7), testifies, saying (Acts 
20.23), appoints bishops (Acts 20.28), spoke toAgabus (Acts 21.10-11). Nor 


31 [Liturgical Preface of the Holy Trinity.] 
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Apud Mt 10.20: Non vos estis qui loquimini sed Spiritus Patris vestri qui 
loquitur in vobis. 

Apud Paulum, Spiritus novit quae Dei sunt, profunda Dei scrutatur (1 Cor 
2.10, 12), operatur omnia charismata dividens singulis prout vult (1 Cor 
I2.il), clamat (Gal 4.6), testimonium reddit (Rom 8.16), adiuvat, postulat, 
desiderat (Rom 8.26), contristari potest (Eph 4.30). 

Apud Ioannem est Spiritus veritatis (14.16; 15.26; 16.13), paracletus 
(14.16; 14.25; 16.7), docet (14 26; 16.13), suggerit (14.26), testimonium per- 
hibet (15.26), arguit (16.7), loquitur, audit, annuntiat (16.13), clarificat, 
annuntiat, accipit (16.14.15)- 

Manifeste ergo quae personae sunt Spiritui attribuuntur; neque haec at¬ 
tribute dici potest metaphorica quaedam personificatio, si quidem alibi 
iam demonstravimus Spiritum sanctum esse (1) realitatem, (2) divinam, 
(3) a Patre Filioque distinctam. 

(c) Scriptores, uti thesi antecedenti vidimus, scripturistica repetunt et 
supponunt, neque statim ad omnium synthesin brevi formula expressam et 
invariabiliter observatam perveniunt. 33 Tertullianus loquitur de vi vicaria 
Spiritus sancti qui credentes agat, qui tamen est Deus. Hippolytus duas 
agnoscit personas et tertiam gratiam Spiritus sancti, quern tamen adoran- 
dum docuit et Deum vere glorificari negavit si quis unum e tribus omiserit. 
Novatianus ita de Trinitate scripsit ut opera divina. Spiritus sancti laudibus 
extolleret. 

3 Tres dicun tur hypostases. 

(a) Secundum alios idem dicit hypostasis quod ousia. 

Athan., Epist. ad Afros, 4; mg 26, 1036 b: simpliciter identificat sequentia: 
oOoia, to ov, uirooraoK;, xmaptv;. 

Hieron., Epist., 15, 4; ml 22, 357: ‘Tota saecularium schola nihil aliud hy- 
postasin quam ousian novit.’ 

Formula proposita in synodo Serdicensi: ‘... unam esse hypostasin, quam 
ipsi haeretici ousian nominant, Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti. Quod si quae- 
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does he operate only in the New Testament, but has also spoken through 
the prophets (Acts 28.25 and passim). 

Matthew 10.20: ‘It is not you who speak but the Spirit of your Father who 
speaks in you.’ 

In Paul, the Spirit knows what is God’s, searches the depths of God (1 
Corinthians 2.10,12), produces all charisms, allotting to each one individu¬ 
ally as he chooses (1 Corinthians 12.11), cries out (Galatians 4.6), bears wit¬ 
ness (Romans 8.16), helps, intercedes, desires (Romans 8.26), can be 
saddened (Ephesians 4.30). 

In John he is the Spirit of truth (14.17, 15.26, 16.13), a paraclete (14.16, 
14.26, 16.7), teaches (14.26, 16.13), reminds (14.26), testifies (15.26), con¬ 
victs (16.8), speaks, hears, declares (16.13), glorifies, announces, takes 

(16.14-15)- 

Clearly, then, the characteristics of a person are attributed to the Spirit. 
This attribution cannot be said to be a metaphorical personification, since 
we have shown elsewhere that the Holy Spirit is (1) a reality, (2) divine, (3) 
distinct from the Father and the Son. 

(c) As we have seen in the previous thesis, authors repeat and presuppose 
scriptural texts and do not immediately arrive at a synthesis of everything, 
expressed in a brief formula and invariably observed. 33 Tertullian speaks of 
the vicarious influence of the Spirit upon believers, yet he is God. Hippoly¬ 
tus recognizes two persons and a third, the grace of the Holy Spirit, whom 
he nonetheless says is to be worshiped, and states that God is not truly glo¬ 
rified if any one of the Three is left out. In writing about the Trinity, Nova- 
tian gives high praise to the divine works of the Holy Spirit. 

3 The Three are called hypostases. 

(a) According to some, ‘hypostasis’ means the same as ‘substance,’ ‘be¬ 
ing’ {ousia). 

Athanasius, in his Epistula ad AfrosEpiscopos, 4; mg 26,1036 B, simply iden¬ 
tifies ouoia, to ov, uxoaTaau;, imap^iq. 

Jerome, Epistulae, 15, 4; ml 22, 357: ‘All the schools in the secular world 
know no other hypostasis than ousia.' 

The formula proposed in the Synod of Sardica: ‘... the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Spirit have one hypostasis, which the heretics call ousia. But if 


32 See above, pp. 393 - 401 . 
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siverit quispiam quaenam sit Filii hypostasin, earn esse confitemur quae sola 
Patris esse agnosdtur ...’ 33 

Imo, quamvis Cappadoces hypostasin contra ousian et physin distinxerint, 
subsequentes auctores in re christologica disputantes usque fere ad ipsum 
c. Chalcedonense talem distinctionem cogitasse non videntur. 34 

(b) C. Nicaenum in utramque partem trahi posset; asserens enim Filium 
non esse ex alia (quam Patris) ousia vel hypostasi, distinctionem non exclu- 
dit et multo minus exigit. 

(c) Stoici ousian et hypostasin distinxerunt: ousia enim apud eos significat 
illam materiam propter quam unumquodque reale est; hypostasis autem 
eandem materiam respicit prout qualitati vel activo subiacet principio, quo 
aliud reale ab alio differt. 35 

Origenes aperte docuit Patrem et Filium duas esse hypostases et in divinis 
tres agnovit. 36 Arius pariter tres dixit hypostases 37 et, qui eum condemnavit, 
Alexander ‘duas in hypostasi naturas’ affirmavit Patrem et Filium 38 Euse¬ 
bius Caesariensis totus est in refutanda opinione, quam Marcello Ancyrano 
attribuit, unam scilicet esse hypostasin Patris et Filii. 39 Unde in conciliis, ubi 
impugnatur Marcellus quasi Filium aeternum nisi cogitationem Patris non 
esse docuisset, in distincta Filii hypostasi insistitur. 40 


36 Orig., C. Celsum, vm, 12; Koetschau, ii, 229, 21, 33; In loan., 11, 10 (6); Preus- 
chen, 65,15. Circa eius mentem, Orbe, op. cit., pp. 431-48. Non desunt frag- 
menta quae ei attributa sunt ubi habetur formula posterior, una ousia, tres 
hypostases. 


445 Part 2: Five Theses — Thesis 3 

anyone asks what is the hypostasis of the Son, we affirm that it is that one 
which alone is acknowledged to belong to the Father ...’ 33 

In fact, although the Cappadocians distinguished hypostasis from both ou¬ 
sia and physis, later writers discussing Christology, almost down to the Coun¬ 
cil of Chalcedon [451], apparently never thought of this distinction. 34 . 

(b) The Council of Nicea could be appealed to by either side; for in 
asserting that the Son is not from another ousia or hypostasis (than the 
Father’s), it did not rule out the distinction and much less did it require 
it. 

(c) The Stoics distinguished between ousia and hypostasis. For them ousia 
means that matter because of which each real thing is; hypostasis refers to 
the same matter as the subject of a quality or active principle by virtue of 
which one real thing differs from another. 35 

Origen clearly taught that the Father and the Son were two hypostases 
and recognized three hypostases in God. 36 Arius similarly spoke of three hy¬ 
postases, 37 and Alexander, who condemned him, affirmed the Father and 
the Son to be ‘two natures-in-hypostasis.’ 38 Eusebius of Caesarea was fully 
occupied in refuting the opinion, which he attributed to Marcellus of An- 
cyra, that the Father and the Son had one hypostasis 39 Hence, in. the coun¬ 
cils, when Marcellus was being attacked as having taught that the eternal 
Son was simply the thought of the Father, the distinct hypostasis of the Son 
is strongly affirmed. 40 


33 In Hahn, §157, p. 188; or Theodoret, he ii, 6; mg 82, 1012 CD. 

34 See Marcel Richard, ‘L’introduction du mot “Hypostase” dans la theologie de 
ITncamation,’ Melanges de science religieuse 2 (1945) 5-32, 243-70. 

35 See Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/1,447-48, n. 55; 1/2, 677-78 n. 11. 

36 Origen, Contra Celsum, vm, 12; Koetschau, 11 (gcs 3) 229, 21 - 230, 4; In loan- 
netn, 11,10 (6); Preuschen (gcs to) 65, 15. On his thought, Orbe, Primera 
teologia, 1/1,431-48. There exist some fragments attributed to him in which 
the later formula ‘one ousia, three hypostases' is found. 

37 Arius, Professio fidei, Opitz, aw iii, 13, 7. 

38 Alexander of Alexandria, Epistula ad Alexandrum episcopum Thessalonicensem, 
ix; mg 18, 561 b; Opitz, aw iii, 25,38. [In the Migne edition, the editor/trans¬ 
lator has a footnote explaining this phrase: (translated) ‘Alexander says two 
natures, not simply and absolutely two, but personally ( personaliter ) two, 
because one nature exists in two persons. Therefore “physis en hypostasei” is 
the same as “person.”’] • 

39 Eusebius of Caesarea, De ecclesiastica theologia, 1, 10; Klostermann (gcs 14) 69, 
4 ; u, 5 .103. 3 '. H, 7 . 104, 3 - 14 '. n, 8, 106, 26; iii, 4, 159, 3; hi, 19, 180, 25. 

40 See the second and third Antiochene creeds, the Long-lined Creed, the first 
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(d) Georgius Laodicaeae, qui homoeousianus erat, explicavit Orientales 
minime docere tres esse deos sed ea intentione tres affirmare hypostases ut 
trium personarum salvae essent proprietates subsistences. 41 

Athanasius, utmeram verborum confusionem tolleret, eos rogavitqui tres 
dicebant hypostases utrum sensu Ariano hoc intellexerint, nempe utrum 
tres prorsus separatas hypostases sicut in hominibus, sive tres naturas sicut 
aurum, argentum, et aes, sive tres induxerint deos. Qui responderunt hanc 
minime esse eorum intentionem; in sanctam se trinitatem credere neque 
nomine tantummodo trinam sed vere existentem et subsistentem; Patrem 
quidem vere esse et subsistere, Filium vere esse et subsistere, Spiritum sanc¬ 
tum vere esse et subsistere. Deinde, alios rogavit qui unam affirmabant hy- 
postasin, utrum sensu Sabelliano hoc intellexerint; qui respondebant 
minime hanc esse eorum intentionem; se nescire aliud significare ousian et 
aliud hypostasirv, neque aliud se negare quam aliam esse divinitatem vel 
naturam vel ousian Patris ac Filii vel Spiritus sancti. 42 

Quibus utrinque peractis, cum praeterea Athanasius negasset synodum 
Sardicensem formulam de fide emisisse, 43 et antea dixisset Basilium de 
Ancyra, homoeousianum, non longe a voce consubstantialis esse, quippe 
qui Filium non solum Patri similem sed etiam ex Patre ortum confessus 
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(d) George of Laodicea, a Homoiousian, explained that the eastern 
churches by no means teach that there are three gods, but affirm three hy¬ 
postases in order to safeguard the subsistent properties of the three per¬ 
sons. 41 

In order to do away with merely verbal confusion, Athanasius asked those 
who were speaking of three hypostases whether they understood that in an 
Arian sense, that is, whether they proposed three quite separate hypostases 
as among human beings, or three natures such as gold, silver, and bronze, 
or three gods. They replied that this was not at all their intention, that they 
believed in a Holy Trinity that is three not in name only but truly existing 
and subsisting, and that the Father truly is and subsists, the Son truly is and 
subsists, and the Holy Spirit truly is and subsists. Thereupon he asked oth¬ 
ers who were affirming one hypostasis whether they understood this in a Sa- 
bellian sense. They replied that this was not at all their intention, that they 
were unaware that ousia and hypostasis meant different things, and that the 
Only thing they denied was that there was a different divinity or nature or 
ousia for the Father and for the Son and for the Holy Spirit. 42 

Once these questions on both sides had been settled, and moreover, 
since Athanasius had denied that the Synod of Sardica had issued a creedal 
formula 43 and previously had declared that Basil of Ancyra, a Homoiou¬ 
sian, was not far from the word ‘consubstantial,’ inasmuch as he had con¬ 
fessed that the Son was not only similar to the Father but also born from the 


creed of Sirmium. On pp. 156-57 above, we have indicated where they are to 
be found. 

41 In Epiphanius, Haereses, 73 . 16; mg 42, 432 - 33 - Quoted above, pp. 168-71. 

42 Athanasius, Tomus ad Antiochenos, 5 and 6; mg 26, 800-801, 804; where, how¬ 
ever, Athanasius expressed his opinion that the Nicene Creed should stand 
unchanged. 

43 Ibid. 5, mg 26, 799 cd: ‘Therefore the document on the faith that many boast 
about, as if drawn up by the Synod of Sardica, you must not allow even to be 
read or promulgated, since the synod defined nothing of the sort. For 
although many have demanded that something be composed on the faith - as 
if something were lacking in the Council of Nicea - and tried rashly to obtain 
this, nevertheless the synod assembled at Sardica indignantly stipulated that 
no further document on the faith be issued, but that the creed promulgated 
by the Fathers at Nicea sufficed, inasmuch as it was in no way deficient but was 
full of true devotion; and the synod decreed that what had been drawn up at 
Nicea should not be regarded as imperfect, lest an opportunity be given to 
those who'want to write about and define the faith over and over again.’ 
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esset, 44 iam lata et plana facta est via ad formulam inducendam, unam in 
divinis esse ousian, tres autem hypostases. 

(e) Cuius formulae necessity inde maxime elucet quod longe facilius est 
alterum de errore accusare quam quid dixerit intelligere. Verbi gratia Basi- 
lius, qui cum Sabellianismum refutaret trithetsmi crimen audiebat, cum 
vero tritheismum excluderet de Sabellianismo accusabatur. ipse se ffli com- 
paravit agnello qui lupi quidem argumenta solvere neque propriam ideo vi- 
tam salvare potuit. 45 

(f) At iam inducta formula, quae per unam ousian tritheismum exclusit, 
per tres autem hypostases Sabellianismum, illud tamen determinandum 
manebat quid inter ousian et hypostasin intercederet. Si enim nihil aliud cm- 
sia quam hypostasis significaret, posita una ousia sequeretur una hypostasis, 
et tribus positis hypostasibus tres sequerentur ousiai. 

Et ipsam hanc difftcultatem cum perspexisset Basilius, longiorem epistu- 
lam ad fratrem suum iuniorem, Gregorium Nyssenum, compositam con- 
scriptamque misit. Ubi et alia nomina magis universalia esse docuit, ut 
‘homo,’ alia autem magis propria, uti Peu us, Andreas, lacobus. Quod si hu- 
manae naturae quaeritur defmitio, non alia Paulo assignatur, alia Timo- 
theo, alia Silvano, sed una omnibus qui inter se consubstantiales sunt. Ubi 
autem de individuo quodam agitur, non sufficit essendam dicere sed ad- 
dendae sunt proprietates; ita scriptura de lob cum narraret, non homo 
tantummodo dixit sed et 'quidam' addidit, quod deinceps propriis nods in- 
dicavit, locum referens et morum iudicia et quaecumque extrinsecus col- 
lecta ilium distinctura erant et a communi significant separatura. Quibus 
perspecds, et generalem quaesdonis soludonem, et applicadonem ad SS. 
Trinitatem, et differential!! analogicam docuit: 


Hoc igitur dicimus: quod proprie dicitur, id hypostasis nomine significatur. 
Qui vero hominem dixit, confusam quandam ideam per indefmitam signifi- 
cationem auribus intulit, sic ut natura quidem eo nomine ostendatur, subsis- 
tens autem res et proprio nomine designata minime signficetur. 46 
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Father, 44 the way was now dear to introduce the formula ‘one substance 
{ousia) in the deity, but three hypostases.’ 

(e) The need for this formula is especially obvious from the fact that it is 
much easier to accuse someone of error than to understand what he or she 
said. Basil, for example, who, when refuting Sabellianism was charged with 
tritheism but when rejecting tritheism was accused of Sabellianism, com¬ 
pared himself to the litde lamb that was able to refute the wolfs arguments 
but could not thereby save its own life. 45 

(f) After the formula was brought in whose ‘one ousia’ excluded trithe¬ 
ism and ‘three hypostases’ excluded Sabellianism, it remained to be deter¬ 
mined what the difference was between ousia and hypostasis. For if ousia 
meant the very same as hypostasis , then if one ousia were posited, one hy¬ 
postasis would follow, and if three hypostases were posited, three ousiai 
would follow. 

Having grasped this difficulty, Basil wrote a lengthy letter to his younger 
brother Gregory of Nyssa. In it he pointed out that some nouns were more 
universal, such as ‘man,’ while others were more proper, such as Peter, An¬ 
drew, James. But if one seeks a definition of human nature, one definition 
is not applied to Paul, another to Timothy, and still another to Silvanus, but 
one and the same definition is applied to all who are consubstantial with 
one another. But in the case of a particular individual, it is not enough to 
speak of essence, but one must add properties. Thus, in mentioning Job, 
scripture not only said ‘man’ but also added ‘a,’ which it subsequently indi¬ 
cated by proper attributes, in referring to his country and the judgments 
about his character and a catalogue of whatever external facts would distin¬ 
guish him and not apply to him some common attribute. With this clearly 
in mind, Basil proposed a general solution of the question, its application 
to the Trinity, and the analogical difference: 

This, therefore, is our position: what is said properly of something is 
signified by the word hypostasis. But one who says ‘man’ brings to our 
ears an indeterminate idea through its indefinite signification, so 
that nature is signified by that noun, whereas the subsistent being 
designated by his proper name is not at all signified 46 


44 Athanasius, Desynodis, 41; mg 26, 765 a. 

45 Basil, Epistulae, 189, 2; mg 32, 685 B. 

46 Basil, Epistulae, 38, 3 ; mg 32,327 a. 
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Quam igitur in nostris rebus agnovisti discriminis rationem inter essentiam. et 
hypostasin, earn ad divina dogmata transferens non errabis. De Patris essen¬ 
tia quidquid tibi suggerit cogitatio (fas enim non est ad certam ullam ac 
definitam cogitationem animum sistere, eo quod persuasum sit hanc essen¬ 
tiam supra omnem esse cogitationem), id de Filio intelliges, similiter et de 
Spiritu sancto. Nam ratio increati et incomprehensibilis una et eadem in 
Patre et in Filio et in Spiritu sancto est. Neque enim aliud magis est incom- 
prehensibile aut increatum, aliud minus. Quoniam autem oportet per pro- 
prias notiones inconfusam Trinitatis distinctionem habere ,.. 47 iilius 
(Spiritus) secundum hypostasin proprietas hoc signo declarator, quod post 
Filium et cum Filio cognoscitur et quod ex Patre subsistit. Filius vero qui ex 
Patre procedentem Spiritum per sese ac secum notum facit, ac solus unigen- 
ite ex ingenita luci effulsit... Qui autem est super omnia Deus, praecipuam 
quandam suae hypostasis notam solus habet quod Pater est et quod nulla 
subsistit ex causa. 4 ® 


Ac verba quidem mea accipite ut exemplum et umbram veritatis, non ut ip- 
sam rerum veritatem. Non enim fieri potest ut omnino quadret id quod in 
exemplis speculamur cum iis ad quae usus exemplorum adhibetur. 49 

(g) Cum tamen, ipso fatente Basilio, ita non haberetur nisi exemplum 
quoddam veritatis et umbra, si eius mentem assequi volumus ulterius in¬ 
quirendum est quid per proprietates et relationes earumque ad essentiam 
habitudinem intellexerit. 50 
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You will not be wrong in applying to doctrines about God the reason 
for the difference between essence and hypostasis that you have rec¬ 
ognized in human beings. Whatever your thinking concerning the es¬ 
sence of the Father may suggest to you - for you shouldn’t stop at any 
certain and definite thought just because you are convinced that this 
essence is above all thinking - this you will understand to be true of 
the Son and likewise of the Holy Spirit. For the idea of the uncreated 
and.the incomprehensible is one and the same in the Father and in 
the Son and in the Holy Spirit. Nor is one more incomprehensible or 
uncreated and another less so. Since it is necessary to have a clear dis¬ 
tinction in the Trinity through the notional properties .. 47 his (the 
Spirit’s) hypostatic property is indicated by this, that he is known af¬ 
ter the Son and with the Son and that he subsists from the Father. 
But the Son reveals the Spirit as proceeding from the Father through 
himself and with himself, and he alone, as the only-begotten one, has 
shone forth from unbegotten light... God, who is over all, alone has 
this singular attribute of his hypostasis, namely, that he is Father and 
that he subsists uncaused. 48 

But take my words as an example and shadow of the truth, not as the 
very truth of things. For our speculations using examples cannot per¬ 
fectly square with those realities for which we use examples. 49 

(g) Since, however, as Basil himself admits, he had only an example and 
shadow of the truth, if we wish to follow his thinking we must further ask 
what he understood by properties and relations and their relationship to es¬ 
sence. 50 


47 Ibid. 327 cd, 330 a. 

48 Basil, Epistulae, 38, 4, 330 CD - 331 a. 

49 Basil, Epistulae , 38, 5, 334 ab. 

50 For the frequency with which Gregory of Nyssa used the formula ‘one ousia, 
three hypostases,’ either in these or in equivalent words, see the catalogue 
drawn up by Gonzalez, La formula MIA OYIIA TPEIE YTIOXTAEEIE m San 
Gregorio de Nisa 10-15. In the same author, 1-9, the development of the for¬ 
mula is described. At the same time, Franz Erdin wrote Das Wort Hypostasis: 
Seine bedeutungsgeschichtUcheEntwcklung in der altchristlichen Literatur bis zum 
AbschlussdertrinitdrischenAuseinandersetzungen (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 
1939 )- Both books have a bibliography. See the references above to Richard’ 
and Orbe, and the index s.v. hypostasis in Orbe and in Aloys Grillmeier and 
Heinrich Bacht, Das Krmdl von Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart, vol. in 
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4 Et tres dicuntur personae. 

Inde a Tertulliano agnoscebatur inter Latinos distinctio inter substantiam 
et personam'. 51 At Hieronymus in Oriente degens cum professio non solum 
trium personarum sed etiam trium hypostaseon ab eo exigeretur, indigna- 
tione plenus epistulam ad Damasum Papam misit, quasi tres confiteri hy¬ 
postases esset substantias agnoscere tres. 52 Quam forte ob causam, nisi 
lentius in Occidente non est agnita orthodoxia Basilii aliorumque Orienta- 
lium qui tres dicebant hypostases. 53 

5 Notis propriis inter se distinctae 

(a) Proprium Patri est ingenitum esse, proprium Filio unigenitum esse, 
proprium Spiritui est neque ingenitum neque unigenitum esse sed proce- 
dentem. 

db 39, ds 75: ‘Pater a nullo est factus nec creatus nec genitus. Filius a 
Patre solo est, non factus nec creatus sed genitus. Spiritus sanctus a Patre et 
Filio non factus nec creatus nec genitus sed procedens.’ 
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4 And the Three are called persons. 

From Tertullian on, the distinction between substance and person was ac¬ 
knowledged by .the Latin Fathers. 51 But when Jerome, living in the East, was 
asked to profess not only three persons but also three hypostases, he with 
great indignation wrote a letter to Pope Damasus, as if to profess three hy¬ 
postases were to acknowledge three substances. 52 It was perhaps for this 
reason that the orthodoxy of Basil and of other Greek Fathers who acknowl¬ 
edged three hypostases was slower to gain recognition in the West. 53 

5 They are distinguished from one another by their proper attributes. 

(a) It is proper to the Father to be unbegotten, proper to the Son to be the 
only-begotten one, and proper to the Spirit to be neither unbegotten nor 
only-begotten, but proceeding. 

db 39 , ds 75, ND.16: ‘The Father was neither made nor created nor begot¬ 
ten by anyone. The Son is from the Father alone, not made nor created but 


(Wurzburg: Echter-Veriag, i 954 ) 93 i. On the Latin Fathers, see Kriebel, Stu¬ 
ff 1 sur alteren Entwicklung der abendldndischen Trinitdtslehre bei Tertullian und 
Novation 82-102. Maurice Nedoncelle, ‘Prosopon et persona dans I’antiquite 
dassique, Revue des sciences religieuses 22 (1^8) 277-99: ‘Les variations de 
tfoece sur la personne,’ Revue des sciences religieuses 2 9 (l 9 55) 201-38. 

For a general overview, see Prestige, Cod in Patristic Thought 157-06 

51 Tertullian, Advmus Prmtean, 2 [ml 2, 157]; three ... of one substance and 
one nature and one power, because one God Ibid. 7 [ml 2, 162] • 'What- 
ever the substance of the Word is, I call it person, and I claim the name of 
son for it and, while acknowledging the Son, 1 defend it as being second after 
the Father Ibid. 11 [ml 2,167] : ‘they constitute each person in his own 

property Ibid. 12 [ml 2,168]: ‘...but I have stated how you ought to accent 

another, that is, by the name of person, not substance, to indicate distinction 
not division. 

Novauan, Be Trinitate, SI [ml 3,950]: 'God indeed proceeding from God 
producing a second person after the Father...’ 

Hippolytus, Contra haeresinNoeti, 14 [mg 10, 822]: 'I would not say two gods 
but one, but two persons...’ ' 6 

Phoebadius, bishop of Agen, Liber contra Arianos, 22; ml 20, 30: ‘... one sub- 
stance m two persons ...’ ‘... to whom belong a second person in the Son and 
a third in the Holy Spirit.’ 

52 Jerome, Epistulae, 15; ml 22,356-57. 

53 See Bardy, dtc xv (30), s.v. ‘Trinite/ 1680-81. On the histoiy of the period 
from 360 to 380 see the same author in Fliche-Martin, in, De la paix amstanli- 
menne a la mart de Theoddse 237—qi. 
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Pariter in praefatione liturgica de SS. Trinitate non solum agnoscitur tri- 
um consubstantialitas sed etiam singulorum proprietas. Agnoscitur consub- 
stantialitas: 'Quod enim de tua gloria revelante te credimus, hoc de Filio 
tuo, hoc de Spiritu sancto sine differentia discredonis sendmus.’ At praeter 
hanc attributorum idendtatem (cf.in essentia unitas ....’) edam agnosci- 
tur in personis proprietas 

(b) Clavem ad proprietates personales determinandas praebuit evangeli- 
um ioannis in quo recurrit dtulus ‘Unigenitus.’ 54 

Si enim Filius est unigenitus, praeter Filium non alius in divinis est geni- 
tus. Pater ergo non est ab alio genitus, ut anterioris cuiusdam ipse sit Filius. 
Neque Spiritus sanctus est genitus, ut sit vel frater Filii vel filius Filii et Patris 
nepos. Illud denique inter Patrem et Spiritum intercedit, quod Pater omm 
prorsus principio caret unde sit, sed Spiritus a Patre procedit (lo 15.26). 
Proprium ergo Spiritui est procedere, proprium Filio est gigni, nasci, gen- 
erari, proprium Patri est ingenitum esse non tantum eo sensu quod non 
generatur sicut Filius sed etiam quod non ab alio procedit sicut Spiritus 
sanctus. 

(c) Occasionem ad proprietates personales determinandas praebuerunt 
Ariani et Eunomiani, qui ‘ingenitum’ et ‘increatum’ confundentes solum 
Patrem Deum esse argumentabantur. Unde ipsis controversiae initiis do- 
cuit Alexander ep. Alex., 

perfectum Filium, Patrisque similem esse didicimus, hoc solo inferiorem 
Patre quod ingenitus non est. 

Itaque Patri quidem ingenito propriam dignitatem servare oportet, nul- 
lam eum habere existentiae suae causam profitendo: Filio vero competens 
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begotten. The Holy Spirit is not made nor created nor begotten, but pro¬ 
ceeds from the Father and the Son.’ 

Similarly, in the liturgical Preface of the Holy Trinity there is acknowl¬ 
edged not only the consubstantiality of the Three but also the property of 
each. Consubstantiality is acknowledged: ‘For what we believe through your 
revelation about your glory, we hold the same about your Son and the same 
about the Holy Spirit, without any difference or discrimination.’ But be¬ 
sides this identity of attributes (‘... unity in essence’) there is also acknowl¬ 
edged property in the persons ...’ 

(b) The key for determining personal properties was provided by John’s 
gospel in which the title ‘only-begotten’ is found. 54 

For if the Son is the only-begotten one, there is no one in God besides the 
Son who is begotten. The Father, therefore, is not begotten by some other, 
so that he himself would be the son of some prior person. Nor is the Holy 
Spirit begotten, so as to be either the Son’s brother or the son of the Son 
and the Father’s grandson. Finally, there is this difference between the Fa¬ 
ther and the Spirit, that there is absolutely no principle from which the Fa¬ 
ther exists, whereas the Spirit proceeds from the Father (John 15.26). It is 
proper to the Spirit, therefore, to proceed, proper to the Son to be begot¬ 
ten, bom, generated, and proper to the Father to be unbegotten,.not only 
in the sense that he is not generated as the Son is, but also because he does 
not proceed from another as does the Holy Spirit. 

(c) The opportunity for determining the personal properties was provid¬ 
ed by the Arians and Eunomians who, by confusing ‘unbegotten’ [agm- 
netos] and ‘uncreated’ [agenetos], argued that only the Father was God. 
Hence, at the very beginning of the controversy, Alexander, bishop of Alex¬ 
andria, wrote 

... we accept that the Son is a perfect Son in his likeness to the Father, 
and is less than the Father in this respect only, that he is not unbegot¬ 
ten. 

Hence, it is necessary to reserve to the unbegotten Father his prop¬ 
er dignity, by declaring that his existence is without any cause; but an 
appropriate honor is to be accorded to the Son by assigning to him 


54 John 1.14, 3.16,18. On the meaning of the word, see Luke 7.12,8.42,9.38; 

Hebrews 11.17. 
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honor tribuendus est, intemporalem ex Patre generationem ei assignando, 
cultumque ei sicut diximus exhibendo ... 55 

Quibus omnino concordat quod fere consubstantialitatis definkionem 
apud Athanasium invenimus, eadem scilicet de Filio quae de Patre dici, ex- 
cepto Patris nomine. Qui enim in divinis est Pater, ille non est Filius, neque 
genitus, et ideo ingenitus. 

(d) Ulteri'us, cum Eunomiani arguerent ipsam divinae essentiae ratio- 
nem nihil esse aliud quam ingenitum esse et ideo, cum Filius non sit ingen¬ 
itus, pariter eum Deum esse non posse, respondit Basilius ‘ingenitum’ 
significare non divinam essentiam seu substantiam sed proprietatem. 56 

(e) Apud Gregorium Nazianzenum invenitur doctrina de proprietatibus 
ad Spiritum sanctum applicata. 

Hoc enim Patri et Filio et Spiritui sancto commune est, quod minime sunt 


56 Basilius, Adratmt Eunomium, 1, 19 (MG 29, 556 ab), tria fecit (1) reicitillam 
consubstantialitatis notionem quae praeviam quandam poneret materiam 
divinam postea inter Patrem et Filium divisam; ( 2 ) assent consubstantiali- 
tatem secundum quam ea de Filio secundum essentiam dicuntur quae de 
Patre secundum essentiam dicuntur: (3) praeter haec essentialia assent pro- 
prietates et numerum. 

Ibid, n, 3 (mg 29, 578 b), concludit Eunomium ex nominum discrimine ad 
diversitatem substantiae arguere. Unde (11,4; col. 578 c), plena claritate dis- 
tinguit inter essentiam omnibus hominibus conimunem et, alia ex parte, 
appellationes quae proprietates significant et aliae de Petro aliae de Paulo 
praedicantur, e. g., Petrus olim piscator, Paulus olim discipulus Gamaliel, etc. 
(580 a). Denique ex reductione ad absurdum arguit: si enim ex identitate 
appelladonis ad idendtatem substantiae legidme concluderetur, tunc, cum 
dii appellemur (Io 10.34), consubstandales essemus ipsi Deo creatori (580 b). 

Ibid., 11, 27 (col. 633 b), exponit blasphemiam Eunomii, quantum scilicet 
genitum ab ingenito differat, tantum differre lucem, vitam, potendam quae 
sit Filius a luce, vita, potenda quae sit Pater; quod contra Io 1.9; 14.6; 1 Cor 
1.24, dictum esse probat. Postea vero, 11, 28 (col. 637 ab), demonstrat que- 
madmodum omnia cohaereant, ubi sumuntur ‘ingenitum’ et ‘genitum’ tam- 
quam indices quaedam proprietates, velud characteres ac formae, quae in 
ipsa una substantia considerantur sed substandam qua talem non significant 
neque constituunt. 

Alibi denique, Epist., 38 (mg 32, 325 ss.), ad fratrem Gregorium Nyssenum 
explicat substantiam significare commune, cui accedendbus proprietatibus 
habentur hypostases. 
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timeless generation from the Father, and giving worship to him as we 
have said ... 55 

With these statements Athanasius’s virtual definition of consubstantiality 
is completely in accord, namely, that the same is said of the Son as of the Fa¬ 
ther, except for the name of Father. For the one in God who is Father is not 
the Son, is not begotten, and therefore is unbegotten. 

(d) Further, when the Eunomians were arguing that the essential note of 
divinity was nothing other than to be unbegotten, and therefore, since the 
Son is not unbegotten, he cannot be God, Basil replied that 'unbegotten' 
signifies not the divine essence or substance but a property. 56 

(e) Gregor)' Nazianzen applied the doctrine about properties to the Holy 
Spirit. 

To be absolutely uncreated and to be divine are common to the Fa- 


55 Alexander of Alexandria, Epistula ad Alexandrum episcopum Thessalonicensem, 
XII, mg 18, 566 c, 567 b; Opitz, AW HI, 27, 14-15 and 27, 31 - 28, 3. 

56 Basil, in AdversusEunomium, 1, 19 (mg 29, 556 ab), does three things: (1) he 
rejects the nodon of consubstantiality meaning that some preexisting divine 
stuff was subsequently divided between the Father and the Son; (2) he affirms' 
consubstantiality according to which the same things are said of the Son by 
virtue of his essence as are said of the Father by virtue of his; and (3) in addi¬ 
tion to these essentials he asserts properties and number. 

Ibid. 11,3 (mg 29, 577 b) , he concludes that Eunomius was arguing from the 
difference in words to diversity of substance. Hence (ibid. 11,4; mg 29, 577 c) 
with full clarity he distinguishes between the essence common to all humans 
and, on the other hand, the designations that signify personal properties and 
are predicated, some to Peter and others to Paul, such as Peter the former 
fisherman and Paul the former disciple of Gamaliel, and so on (mg 29,580 a) . 
Finally, he argues by a reductio ad absurdum: if one were legitimately to con¬ 
clude from the identity of a name to identity of substance, then, since we are 
called gods (John 10.34), we should be consubstantiai with God the creator 
(mg 29, 580 b ). 

Ibid. II, 27 (mg 29, 633 b), he exposes Eunomius’s blasphemy, namely, that 
‘begotten’ differs from ‘unbegotten’ as much as the light, the life, and the 
power that the Son is differs from the light, the life, and the power that the 
Father is; he disproves this by appealing to John 1.9, 14.6, and 1 Corinthians 
1.24. Later on (ibid. 11, 28; mg 29,637 ab ) he shows how all of this is coherent, 
when ‘unbegotten’ and ‘begotten’ are understood as properties that indicate 
a person, such as qualities and outward appearances that are found in a par¬ 
ticular substance but do not signify or constitute a substance as such. 

Finally in Epistula 38 to his brother Gregory of Nyssa (mg 32, 325-40) he 
explains that substance signifies something common, to which when proper¬ 
ties are added hypostases result. 
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creati, et divinitas. Hoc autem Filio et Spiritui sancto, quod uterqiie eorum 
ex Patre est. At vero Patris proprietas haec est, quod ingenitus est; Filii, quod 
genitus; Spiritus, quod procedit. 57 

Qua Spiritus proprietate soivebatur obiectio forte Macedonianorum 
Spiritum nempe aut ingenitum esse aut genitum; si ingenitus sit, duos esse 
ingenitos; si genitus sit, aut Patris nepotem aut Filii fratrem dicendum 
esse. 58 Quibus respondit Nazianzenus: 

‘Spiritus sanctus, qui a Patre procedit’ (lo 15.26), qui quatenus ab illo pro¬ 
cedit, creatura non est; quatenus rursus genitus non est, Filius non est; quate¬ 
nus autem inter ingenitum et genitum medius est, Deus est... Quae ergo est 
haec processio? inquies. Die tu quae Patris ingenitura sit, et ego Filii genera- 
tionem et Spiritus processionem explicare aggrediar, quo fiet ut ambo delire- 
mus, in Dei mysteria oculos iriicientes. 5 ^ 


(f) Idem Gregorius apte illustravit quemadmodum proprietatum diversi- 
tas minime unitatem essentiae destrueret. 

Quid tandem Adamus erat? Dei figmentum. Quid Eva? Figmenti segmentum. 
Quid Seth? Utriusque suboles. Idemne porro tibi esse videntur figmentum, 
segmentum, et suboles? Quidni? Age, eiusdemne haec essentiae inter se sunt, 
an diversae? Eiusdem. In confesso igitur est ut,.quae varie existunt, eandem 
tamen essentiam habeant... Quid igitur? Eva et Seth nonne ex eodem Ada- 
mo sunt? Ex quo enim alio? Utrum autem ambo ex eo geniti sunt? Minime. 
Quid ergo? Altera segmentum est, alter filius: atqui ambo inter se idem sunt: 
homines enim: nemo est qui infitietur. Desinesne igitur adversus Spiritum 
dimicare, quasi videlicet aut genitus omnino sit aut consubstantialis non sit 


459 Part 2: Five Theses - Thesis 3 

ther and the Son and the Holy Spirit. To be from the Father is com¬ 
mon to the Son and the Holy Spirit. But it is the property of the 
Father to be unbegotten, of the Son to be begotten, and of the Spirit 
to proceed. 57 

By means of this property of the Spirit there was solved the objection, 
probably of the Macedonians, that the Spirit was either unbegotten or be¬ 
gotten; if unbegotten, then there are two who are unbegotten; but if begot¬ 
ten, then the Spirit must be said to be either the grandson of the Father or 
the brother of the Son. 58 To this, Gregory replied, 

'The Holy Spirit, who proceeds from the Father’ (John 15.26), inas¬ 
much as he proceeds from him, is not a creature; inasmuch as he is 
not begotten, he is not a Son; and inasmuch as he is intermediate be¬ 
tween unbegotten and begotten, he is God ... What, then, is this pro¬ 
cession? you ask. You tell me what this ‘unbegottenness’ of the Father 
is, and I will undertake to explain to you the begetting of the Son and 
the procession of the Spirit, which will drive us both crazy, peering 
into the mysteries of God ... 59 

(f) The same Gregory gives an apt illustration of how the diversity of 
properties does not at all destroy the unity of essence. 

What, after all, was Adam? A creation of God. What was Eve? A frag¬ 
ment from that creation. What was Seth? An offspring of both. So 
then, do the creation, the fragment, and the offspring seem to you to 
be the same? Why not? Come now, do they have the same essence 
among them, or a different essence? The same. You admit, then, that 
things that exist in different ways still have the same essence ... What, 
then? Are not both Eve and Seth from the same Adam? From whom 
else? But are both begotten by him? Not at all. What is the conclu¬ 
sion, then? One is a fragment, the other a son; but both are the same, 


57 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 25, 16; MG 35 ,1221-22; ep 983. The Greek words 
for the three properties are dyewqola, yewriaic;, eKTiepiyii;. 

58 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 31 {theologica 5), 7; mg 36, 140 c. 

5g Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 31 (theologica 5), 8, mg 36, 142 b; ep 996. Here the 
third property is eKnopsuau;. 
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nec Deus, praesertim cum ex humana quoque similitudine sententiam nos- 
tram haudquaquam impossibilem esse intellexeris? 60 


Unde orta esse videtur doctrina proprietates esse existendi modos, 
Tpo3iov<; xf|t; 'urrapljecoc;. Sic enim Ps.-Cyrillus: 

Quapropter etiam quaecumque Pater habet, ipsius sunt, excepta ingeniti 
proprietate; quae nec essentiae differentiam nec dignitatem significat sed ex- 
istentiae modum significat. Haud secus ac Adam qui ingenitus est (figmen- 
tum enim Dei est) et Seth genitus (filius enim Adami est) et Eva ex costa 
Adami progressa (nam et ipsa non est genita) inter se invicem non natura 
(quippe homines sunt) sed existentiae modo differunt. 61 


61 Ps.-Cyr., De trinitate, 8; mg 77,1135 d — n 38 a. Idem fere invenies apud Ps.- 
Basilium (forte Didymum Alex.), Ado. Eunom., iv; mg 29, 681 ab; apud Ps.- 
Iustinum, QQ. etRR. ad orthodoxos, 139; mg 6,1392 c - 1394 a; Ps.-Iustinum, 
Expositio redae confessions, 3; mg 6,1209,1212 c; Ps.-Nyssenum, Quid sit ad imag- 
inemDei, mg 44,1329 c - 1332 c. 

Praeter pseudepigrapha, Amphilochius Icon., frag., 15; mg 39,1x1 d: ‘dis- 
tinctio penes personas attenditur non penes substantiam. Haec enim, Pater, 
Filius, et Spiritus sanctus, nomina sunt modi existentiae seu habitudinis non 
substantiae simpliciter.’ Maximus Conf., Mystagogia, 23; mg 91, 701 b; brevis- 
sima allusio. Ioannes Damasc., Defideorthodoxa, 1 , 8; mg 94,817 a; fere idem ac 
Ps.-Cyr., Horn, in sabb. sanctum, 4-, mg 96,605. Photius, Ad Amphilochium, q. 28; 
MG 101 , 208 C; Ad Zachariam, pair. Armen., Epist., I, ix, 10; MG 102 , 709-10. 


Apud ipsum Basilium a G. Prestige ( God in Patristic Thought, p. 245 s.) notan- 
tur duo loca: (1) Epist., 235, 2; mg 32,872 c; et (2) De Spiritu sancto, 46, mg 32, 
152 B. In priori ea enumerantur quae de re cognosci possunt: numerus, mag- 
nitudo, potentia, modus existentiae, tempus generationis, essentia. In altero 
dicitur ineffabilis esse existentiae modus qui Spiritui sancto competit. 

Apud Gregorium Nyssenum, Contra Eunomium, vm ;mg 45,793 A;Jaeger, 11, 
208, 20; probatur eundem esse existentiae modum in Patre et Filio, nempe, 
increatum esse. Non unice ergo de proprietatibus intelligebatur ‘modus exis¬ 
tentiae. ’ Imo apud Leontium Byzantinum, Contra Nestor. etEutych., mg 86, 
1269 c, 1304 B, 1285 a, et apud Ioannem Damasc., Contra lacobitas, 52; mg 94, 
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for they are human beings; no one would deny that. Will you, there¬ 
fore, cease to fight against the Spirit, as if he were either fully begot¬ 
ten or else neither consubstantial nor God, especially since from our 
human illustration you have come to realize that our opinion is by no 
means impossible? 60 

This passage seems to have been the source of the doctrine that the prop¬ 
erties are modes of being, xpoitouq rqq unctp^eox;. For Pseudo-Cyril writes, 

Therefore whatever the Father has belongs to him [the Son], except 
the property of being unbegotten; but this signifies a difference nei¬ 
ther in essence nor in dignity, but a mode of being - just as Adam, 
who is unbegotten (for he is a creation of God), and Seth, who was 
begotten (fqr he is the son of Adam), and Eve, who issued from 
Adam’s rib (for she also was not begotten), differ from one another 
not in nature, for they are all human, but in their mode of being. 61 


60 Ibid. 31 ( theologica 5), 11; mg 36,143 D, 145-46 ab. 

61 Pseudo-Cyril, De Trinitate, 8; mg 77, 1135 d - 1 138 a. You will find very much 
the same thing in Pseudo-Basil (perhaps Didymus of Alexandria), Adversus 
Eunomium, iv, mg 29,681 ab; in Pseudo-Justin, Quaestiones et responsiones ad 
orthodoxos, 139, mg 6,1392 c - 1394 a; in Pseudo-Justin, Expositio rectae confessio- 
nis, 3, mg 6, 1209,1212 c; in Pseudo-Nyssenus, Quid sit ad imaginemDei, mg 44 , 
1329 c -13320. 

In addition to the pseudepigraphica, Amphilochius of Iconium, Sententiae 
etExcerpta, Frag. 15, mg 39,111 d: ‘the distinction is in the persons, not in the 
substance. For these names, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, indicate modes of 
being or of relationship, not of substance as such.’ In Maximus the Confes¬ 
sor, Mystagogia, 23, MG 91, 701 B, a very brief allusion. John Damascene, De 
fide orthodoxa, 1, 8 , mg 94 , 817 a, very much the same as Pseudo-Cyril, Homilia 
in sabbatum sanctum, 4, mg 96, 605. Photius, Ad Amphilochium, q. 28, mg 101, 
208 c; Ad ZachariampatriarchamArmeniorum, Epistularum Libert, ix,.10, MG 102, 

709-10. 

In Basil himself, two passages are noted by Prestige, God in Patristic Thought 
245-46: (1) Epistulae, 235, 2, mg 32,872 c, and (2) De Spiritu sancto, 46, mg 32, 
152 b. In the former are listed what can be known on this matter: number, 
magnitude, power, mode of being, time of generation, and essence. In the 
second there is reference to the ineffable mode of being that is proper to the 
Holy Spirit. 

Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium, VIII, mg 45, 793 a; Jaeger, vol. n of Gre- 
gorii Nysseni Opera, 208, 20, proves that there is the same mode of being in 
the Father and the Son, namely, to be uncreated. ‘Mode of being,’ therefore, 
was not understood only with regard to the properties. In fact, in Leontius of 
Byzantium, Contra Nestorianos etEutychianos, mg 86:1, 1269 c, 1304 b, 1285 a, 
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6 Proprietates sunt relativae, relationes. 

(a) Nomina scripturistica, Pater, Filius, sunt non absoluta uti homo, equus, 
sed relativa, sicut amicus, vicinus; scilicet inter ea ponuntur ‘quorum esse 
[= ratio] est ad aliud se habere.’ 

(b) Hoc factum iam.ante controversiam Arianam agnitum est. Ita Diony¬ 
sius Alex, suam orthodoxiam defendit: 

Singula nomina a me prolata a se invicem nec separari nec dividi queunt: 
Patrem dixi, et priusquani Filii mentionem facerem, iam ilium in Patre sig- 
nificarem: Filium adiunxi, ac etiamsi Patrem non prius nominassem, is 
tamen in Filii nomine comprehensus fuerat... Quomodo igitur ego qui tali- 
bus utor nominibus, ilia a se invicem separata et omnino divisa existimem? 62 


(c) In ipsis controversiae initiis erant qui solutionem ex relationibus pe- 
terent, uti concluditur ex verbis Arii qui turn alias reiecit sententias turn 
hanc: ‘neque (Filius) simul cum Patre esse habet, sicut quidam reladva di- 
cunt, duo principia ingenita introducentes.’ 63 

(d) Data occasione, turn Athanasius turn Hiiarius ad mutuam relationum 
implicationem provocabant. 

Ita ‘Qui Patrem dicit, omnino cum Patre Filium quoque existere signifi- 


1464 a, agnoscitur incarnatio Filii tamquam modus secundae existentiae. Cf. 
Presdge, op. ciL, p. 247 s. 

Quibus perspectis, haud did potest secundum Patres cappadoces Patrem, 
Filium, et Spiritum non esse hypostases, non subsistere, sed tantummodo esse 
existentiae modos; de contraria sente'ntia K. Barth, vide DeDeo Trino, Pars sys¬ 
tematica, p. 193. 
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6 Properties are relative, relations. 

(a) The scriptural terms ‘Father,’ ‘Son’ are not absolute, such as ‘man’ or 
‘horse,’ but relative, like ‘friend,’ ‘neighbor.’ That is to say, they are includ¬ 
ed in the class of those beings ‘whose existence (= intelligibility) is to be to 
another.’ 

(b) This fact was already recognized before the Arian controversy. Diony¬ 
sius of Alexandria defended his orthodoxy in this way: 

These two words that I have uttered cannot be separated or divided 
from each other. I spoke the word ‘Father,’ and before I made men¬ 
tion of the Son, I would already have signified him in saying ‘Father.’ 

I also uttered the word ‘Son,’ and even though.I had not named the 
Father, nonetheless he would have already been understood from 
the word ‘Son’... In using these words, then, how could I consider 
them to be separate and completely divided from each other? 62 

(c) In the beginning of the controversy there were those who went to re¬ 
lations for the solution, as we may conclude from the words of Arius in his 
rejection of this opinion, among others: ‘The Son does not have existence 
simultaneously with the Father, as some hold who call them relatives, sug¬ 
gesting two unbegotten principles.’ 63 

(d) When the opportunity arose, both Athanasius and Hilary appealed to 
the mutual implication of relations. Thus, 

‘One who says “Father” most certainly indicates that the Son also ex- 


and in John Damascene, Contra lacobitas, 52, mg 94,1464 a, the incarnation of 
the Son is recognized as the mode of a second being. See Prestige, God in 
Patristic Thought 247-48. 

From all this it can hardly be said that according to the Cappadocian 
Fathers the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are not hypostases, do not 
subsist, but are only modes of being. For the opposite opinion of Karl Barth, 
see Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics 490-96. 

62 In Athanasius, De sententia Dionysii, 17; MG 25, 503 c, 506 a; Opitz, aw ii, 58, 
15 - 23 . 

63 Arius and associates, Epistula ad Alexandrum episcopum Akxandrinum, Opitz, aw 
in, 13,11-12. See Joseph de Ghellinck, ‘Qui sontles cog rivet; Xfeyoumv de la 
lettre d’Arius?’ Miscellanea Giovanni Mercati, vol. 1: Bibbia-Letteratura Cristiana 
Antica (Citta del Vadcano: [s.n.], 1946) 127^44. 
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cat.’ 64 ‘Qui vero Deum Patrem nominal, statim in illo Filium quoque intelli- 
git.’® 5 ‘Cum Patris nomen auditur, numquid natura Filii non continetur in 
nomine?’®® ‘Confitendo Patrem, confessa Filium est [fides apostolica]: ere- 
dens in Filium, credidit et in Patrem; quia et nomen Patris habet in se Filii 
nomen. Non enim nisi per Filium Pater est; et significatio Filii demonstratio 
Patris est, quia non nisi ex Patre sit Filius.’ 67 


(e) lam vero narrat Gregorius Nazianzenus Eunomium vel Eunomianum 
obicere sic: ‘Pater’ aut dicit essentiam aut dicit actionem; si dicit essentiam 
tunc Filius, quia Pater non est, divinam essentiam non habet; si dicit action¬ 
em seu operationem, sequitur Filium esse factum seu creatum. 68 Quod ar- 
gumentum solvit Gregorius adducendo tertium disiunctionis membrum: 
‘Nec essentiae nomen est Pater nec actionis...; sed relationem earn indicat, 
quam Pater erga Filium habet, vel Filius erga Patrem.’ 69 

Similiter sed plenius Basilius refutavit Eunomium asserentem nomen 
Filii ipsam Filii substantiam significare. Distinxit enim nomina absoluta 
quae res sibi subiectas significant, uti sunt homo, equus, bos, et nomina 
reiativa quae nisi habitudinem ad aliud non dicunt, uti sunt filius, servus, 
amicus. Negavit proinde nomen Filii substantiam Filii significare; et addidit 
nomina absoluta non solum substantiam sed etiam proprietates significare 
posse. 70 

(f) Attamen ‘Spiritus sanctus’ non relativum sed absolutum est nomen: 
‘spiritus’ enim dicit ens ordinis immaterialis; et ‘sanctus’ si in creatis or- 
dinem ad Deum significat saltern in Spiritu sancto, uti iam vidimus, abso- 
lutam sanctitatem dicit. Quam ob causam, etsi nomina Patris et Filii sint 
reiativa, idem de nomine Spiritus sancti dici non posse videtur. 
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istswith the‘Father.’ 64 ‘But whoever names God as “Father” immedi¬ 
ately understands the Son in that word.’ 65 ‘When the name of the 
Father is heard, is not the nature of the Son contained in that 
name?' 66 'In confessing the Father, [apostolic faith] has confessed 
the Son. And believing in the Son, it has believed also in the Father, 
because the name of Father has within itself the name of Son. For 
there is no Father except through the Son; and to signify the Son is to 
demonstrate the existence of the Father, because there is no Son ex¬ 
cept from the Father.’ 67 

(e) Now, Gregory Nazianzen relates that Eunomius or a Eunomian raised 
the following objection: ‘Father’ refers either to essence or to action; if it re¬ 
fers to essence, then the Son, because he is not the Father, does not have 
the divine essence; if it refers to action or operation, it follows that the Son 
was made or created. 68 Gregory solves this argument by introducing a third 
member into the disjunction: ‘ “Father” is the name of neither an essence 
nor an action ...; it indicates the relation which the Father has toward the 
Son, or the Son has toward the Father.’ 69 

In like manner but more fully, Basil refuted Eunomius, who was asserting 
that the noun ‘Son’ signified the substance of the Son. He made a distinc¬ 
tion between absolute nouns, which signify the absolute objects they refer 
to, such as man, horse, or ox, and relative nouns, which indicate only a re¬ 
lationship to another, such as son, servant, or friend. Accordingly he de¬ 
nied that the name ‘Son’ signified the substance of the Son, and added that 
absolute nouns can signify not only substance but also properties. 70 

(f) However, ‘Holy Spirit’ is not a relative but an absolute name: ‘spirit’ 
refers to a being of the immaterial order, and if among creatures ‘holy’ in¬ 
dicates an orientation towards God, at least in the case of the Holy Spirit it 
signifies absolute holiness, as we have already seen. Therefore, although 
the names of the Father and of the Son are relative, it seems the same can¬ 
not be said of the name of the Holy Spirit. 

64 Athanasius, Oratio 5 contra Arianos, 6; mg 26, 334 a. 

65 Athanasius, Epistula de decretis Nicaenae synodi, 30; MG 25, 473 a - 474 a. 

66 Hilary, De Trinitate, n, 3; ml 10, 52 a. 

67 Hilary, De Trinitate, vn, 31; ml 10, 226 b. 

68 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 29 ( theologica 3), 16; mg 36, 93 c. 

69 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 29 (theological), 16; mg 36, 95 a; EP990. See Oratio 
23,7 and 11; mg 35,1160,1161. 

70 Basil, Adversus Eunomium, n, 9; mg 29, 588 B - 589 A. 
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Quae taraen obiectio ipsa solutionem praebet. Quatenus enim nisi abso¬ 
lute non sumitur vel ‘spiritus’ vel ‘sanctus,’ eatenus dicitur non tertia et dis- 
tincta persona sed ipsa divina essentia. Pater enim est non materialis sed 
spiritus, et non profanus sed sanctus; similiter, Filius est non materialis sed 
spiritus, et non profanus sed sanctus. Ut tertia et distincta persona habea- 
tur, proprietas Spiritus sancti addenda est, nempe, procedens, processio. 

lam vero processio importat relationem procedentis ad eum ex quo pro- 
cedit; et ideo non minus quam proprietates Patris et Filii, etiam Spiritus 
sancti proprietas relativa est. 

Nec quidquam obstat quod thesi quarta stabiliemus, Spiritum nempe 
non solum ex Patre sed etiam ex Filio vel per Filium procedere. Sicut enim 
‘ex Patre’ relationem dicit, ita etiam ‘ex Filio’ vel ‘per Filium’ ad genus re¬ 
lationis reducitur. 

Caeterum, ipsum hoc nomen ‘ingenitum’ quod Patri proprium est, 
etiam relativum est. Negationes enim ad idem pertinent genus ad quod 
negata; sed ‘genitus’ seu ‘filius’ relationem dicit; et ideo ‘ingenitus,’ quod 
hanc relationem negat, ad genus relationis reducendum est. 

Argumenti pars tertia: Unde in divinis omnia unum sunt nisi obviat relationis 
oppositio. 

1 C. Florentinum, deer, pro lacobitis: ‘... Hae tres personae sunt unus Deus, 
et non tres dii: quia trium est una substantia, una essentia, una natura, una 
divinitas, una immensitas, una aeternitas, omniaque sunt unum, ubi non 
obviat relationis oppositio.’ 71 

2 Haec ergo pars exponit quasi systematizationem omnium quae hacte- 
nus sunt dicta. Quaeritur enim cur tres personae non sint tres dii. Respon- 
detur omnia esse unum ubi non obviat relationis oppositio. 

Quod quidem nisi corollarium non est in quod simul confluunt (1) divi- 
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Nevertheless, this objection provides its own solution. For insofar as the 
words ‘spirit’ and ‘holy’ are taken in an absolute sense, it is not a third dis¬ 
tinct person that is indicated but the divine essence itself. For the Father is 
not material, but a spirit, and not profane, but holy; and the Son likewise is 
not material, but a spirit, and not profane, but holy. In order to have a dis¬ 
tinct third person, the property of the Holy Spirit must be added, namely, 
proceeding, procession. 

Now, procession imports a relation of the one who proceeds to the one 
from whom he proceeds; therefore, no less than the properties of the Fa¬ 
ther and of the Son, the property of the Holy Spirit also is relative. 

This is not contrary to what we shall establish in thesis 4, namely, that the 
Spirit proceeds not only from the Father but also from the Son or through 
the Son. For just as ‘from the Father’ states a relation, so also ‘from the Soil’ 
or ‘through the Son’ is reducible to the category of relation. 

Besides, the very word ‘unbegotten,’ which is proper to the Father, is also 
a relative term. For negations belong to the same category as what they ne¬ 
gate. But ‘begotten’ or ‘son’ states a relation, and therefore ‘unbegotten,’ 
which negates this relation, is reducible to the category of relation. 

Third part of the argument: Hence in God all things are one where there is no 
relational opposition. 

1 The Council of Florence, Decree for the Copts: ‘... the three persons are 
one God and not three gods, for the three are one substance, one essence, 
one nature, one Godhead, one infinity, one eternity, and everything [in 
them] is one where there is no opposition of relationship.’ 71 

2 This part, therefore, presents a sort of systematization of all that has 
been said so far. To the question why the three persons are not three gods, 
the answer is that all things are one where there is no relational opposition. 

This, in fact, is simply a corollary which brings together (1) divine mon- 


71 DB 703, ds 1330, ND325. See St Anselm , Deprocessione Spiritus Sancti, 2, ml 158, 
288: ‘In this way, therefore, the consequences that follow from this unity and 
this relation counterbalance each other, such that the plurality that follows 
from the relation does not affect those features that possess the simplicity 
of the unity we spoke of, and that the unity does not restrict plurality, wher¬ 
ever the same relation is signified. So neither does unitylose whatever follows 
from it as long as there is no relational opposition to hinder it, nor does a rela¬ 
tion lose what belongs to it except when prevented by inseparable unity.’ 
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na monarchia, (2) trium consubstantialitas, (3) distinctiones in proprieta- 
tibus relativis fundatae. 

3 Orto enim patripassianismo, Tertullianus exaggeratam quidem monar- 
Chiae notionem reiecit quae trinitatem tolleret, ordinatam tamen trium 
unitatem affirmavit: 

‘De meo sumet’ (lo 16.14), inquit, sicut ipse de Patris. Ita conexus Patris in 
Filio et Filii in Paracleto tres efficit cohaerentes alterum ex altero. Qui tres 
unum sunt, non unus, quomodo dictum est: ‘Ego et Pater unurn sumus’ (Io 
10.30), ad substantiae unitatem, non ad numeri singularitatem.’ 78 


Pariter unitatem divinam ex origine petivit Novatianus: 

... Deus utique procedens ex Deo, secundam personam efficiens post 
Patrem, qua Filius, sed non eripiens illud Patri, quod unus est Deus. Si enim 
natus non fuisset, innatus comparatus cum eo qui esset innatus, aequatione 
in utroque ostensa, duos faceret innatos et ideo duos faceret deos. Si non 
genitus esset, collatus cum eo qui genitus non esset, etaequales inventi, duos 
deos merito reddidissent non geniti; atque ideo duos Christus reddidisset 
deos. 73 . . 


Dionysius Romanus qui monarchiam dixit ‘quae augustissima est Ecclesi- 
ae Dei praedicatio,’ et post concludens adiunxit, ‘Ita scilicet divina Trinitas 
et sancta monarchiae praedicatio servetur,’ pariter reiecit eorum senten- 
tiam qui ‘sanctam unitatem in tres diversas hypostases ab invicem omnino 
separatas dividunt.’ Unde et docuit: 

Necesse est enim divinum Verbum Deo universorum esse unitum, et Spiri¬ 
tual sanctum in Deo manere et inhabitare: adeoque divinam Trinitatem in 
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archy, (2) the consubstantiality of the Three, and (3) the distinctions based 
upon the relative properties. 

3 With the emergence of patripassianism, Tertullian rejected the exag¬ 
gerated notion of monarchy that would deny trinity, yet affirmed an or¬ 
dered unity among the Three: 

‘ [The Holy Spirit] will take what is mine’ (John 16.14), [Jesus] said, 
just as he takes what is the Father’s. Thus the connection of the Fa¬ 
ther to the Son and of the Son to the Paraclete results in three who 
cohere in one another. These three are one, unum, not one person, 
unus, as it is said, ‘I and the Father are one’ ( John 10.30), forming a 
unity in substance, not a singularity in number. 72 

In a similar way, Novatian sought divine unity in origin: 

... God truly proceeding from God, constituting as Son the second 
person after the Father, but not robbing the Father of the fact that 
God is one. For if he had not been born, comparable to the one who 
is unborn and manifestly equal to him, he would have brought about 
the situation where there would be two unborn and therefore two 
gods. If he had not been begotten, comparable to the one who is un¬ 
begotten and equal to him, this would surely have resulted in there 
being two unbegotten gods; and thus Christ would have brought 
about the existence of two gods. 73 

Pope Dionysius, who called monarchy ‘the most solemn doctrine 
preached by the Church of God,’ and later, in concluding, declared, ‘Thus 
in truth will both the divine Trinity and the holy doctrine of monarchy be 
preserved,’ likewise rejected the opinion of those who ‘divide the holy uni¬ 
ty into three different hypostases altogether separate from one another.’ 
Hence he also taught, 

For it is necessary that the divine Word be united to the God of all 
things and that the Holy Spirit remain and dwell in God; and also 


72 Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, 25; ep 378 [ml 2, 188]. 

73 Novatian, De Trinitate, 31; ep 608 [ml 3, 950]. 
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unum, quasi in quendam verdcem, hoc est in Deum universorum omnipo- 
tentem reduci atque colligi. 74 

4 Orto autem Arianismo, haec de monarchia divina doctrina clarius et 
distinctius concipitur. Nam ‘monarchia’ dicit unum principium. Quatenus 
autem principium unum est, evolvitur notio consubstantialitatis ut agnosca- 
tur una substantia divina. Quatenus autem unum trium principium est, 
evolvuntur notiones de proprietatibus iisque relativis. Quod tamen in fine 
dicitur explicite, idem ab initiis implicitum esse perspicitur. 

(a) Ubi enim dixit Alexander ep. Alex., ‘... perfectum Filium Patrisque Fi- 
lium esse didicimus, hoc solo inferiorem Patre quod ingenitus non est,’ iam 
illud continet quod a Patre Filius in nullo differt nisi quod Filius est. 

Ubi sequentia affirmavit Athanasius, novum non invenies: 

Duo quidem sunt, quia Pater Pater est nec ipse est Filius; et vicissim Filius est 
Filius, nec ipse Pater est. Una vero illorum natura est... Tametsi enim aliud 
est Filius ut genitus, attamen idem est ut Deus ... Quia ergo unum illi sunt, 
unaque est ipsa divinitas, idcirco eadem.de Filio quae de Patre dicuntur, ex- 
cepto quod non dicitur Pater ... 75 

Et alibi: 

... quaecumque de Patre dicta repereries, tot tantaque de Filio dicta depre- 
hendes, ea solum exceptione, quod ipse non est Pater. 76 

(b) Novam quandam reflectionem, quae distinctis substantia et proprie- 
tate exprimitur, apud Basilium invenies, sed non novam doctrinam: 

Exempli causa, deitas communis est, proprietates vero sunt paternitas et filia- 
tio. Ex utriusque autem complexu, turn communis, turn proprii, innascitur 
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that the divine Trinity come together and coalesce into one, as if into 
a summit, that is to say, into the all-powerful God of all things. 74 

4 With the rise of Arianism, this doctrine of the divine monarchy was con¬ 
ceived more clearly and distinctly. For ‘monarchy’ means ‘one principle.’ 
Inasmuch as the principle was one, the notion of consubstantiality devel¬ 
oped, iso that one divine substance was acknowledged; and inasmuch as 
there was one principle for the Three, the notions of relative properties de¬ 
veloped. Yet in the end the same was stated explicitly as was understood im¬ 
plicitly in the beginning. 

(a) For when Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, said, ‘... we have accepted 
that the Son is a perfect Son in his likeness to the Father, and is less than the 
Father in this respect only, that he is not unbegotten,’ these words contain 
the affirmation that the Son is different from the Father in no respect ex¬ 
cept that he is a Son. 

In the following statements of Athanasius you will find nothing new: 

There are indeed two, because the Father is Father and he is not the 
Son; and the Son in turn is Son and he is not the Father. They have 
one nature ... For although the Son as begotten is something other, 
still as God he is the same ... Since, then, they are one and divinity it¬ 
self is one, therefore the same things are said of the Son as are said of 
the Father, except that he is not called Father ... 75 

And he says elsewhere, 

... whatever you find that is said of the Father you will discover to be 
fully applicable to the Son, with this sole exception, that he is not the 
Father. 76 

(b) Basil has a new reflection on the distinction between substance and 
property, but not a new doctrine: 

For example, divinity is common, but paternity and filiation are prop¬ 
er attributes. But from the combination of what is common with what 

74 db 48, t; ds 112,115; nd 301, 303. 

75 Athanasius, OratioS contra Arianos, 4; mg 26, 327 c, 330 ab. 

76 Athanasius, De synodis, 49; mg 26, 782 B. 
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nobis comprehensio veritatis. Proinde cum ingenitam lucem audimus, 
Patrem intelligimus; cum vero genitam lucem, Filii accipimus notionem. 
Nam quatenus quidem lux et lux sunt, nulla est in eis contrarietas: quatenus 
vero genitum et ingenitum, apparet oppositio. Haec est enim proprietatum 
natura, ut in substantiae identitate aliud quiddam ostendant, utque ipsae qui¬ 
dem proprietates ... ad contrarium discendant nec tamen substantiae uni- 
tatem divellant. 77 

(c) Claritatem auget quin aliud significet Gregorius Nazianzenus : 

... fieri non potest ut Filius aliquid agat quod Pater non agat. Omnia enim 
quae Pater habet sunt Filii, quemadmodum rursus ea quae sunt Filii sunt 
etiam Patris. Nihil ergo proprium quia communia omnia; quandoquidem 
ipsum esse commune est et eiusdem dignitatis, etsi illud a Patre Filius ha- 
beat. 78 


Quid ergo est, inquiunt, quod Spiritui deest ad hoc ut sit Filius? Nisi enim 
aliquid deesset, Filius esset. Deesse nihil dicimus. Non enim Deo quidquam 
deest; sed manifestationis... mutuaeque eorum relationis differentia, diversa 
quoque ipsa nomina procreavit. Neque enim Fiiio aliquid deest ad hoc ut sit 
Pater (nec enim defectus est filiatio), nec propterea tamen Pater est. Alioqui 
eadem ratione Patri aliquid deerit ad hoc ut sit Filius. Nec enim Pater Filius 
est... quin potius ... ‘non esse genitum’ et ‘genitum esse’ et ‘procedere’ fe- 
cerunt ut alius Pater, alius Filius, alius Spiritus sanctus appellaretur, atque ita 
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is proper, we begin to comprehend the truth. Thus, when we hear of 
unbegotten light, we understand Father; but when we hear of begot¬ 
ten light we conceive the idea of Son. For insofar as they are both 
light, there is no difference between them; but insofar as one is be¬ 
gotten and the other is unbegotten, their difference appears. For this 
is the nature of properties, to reveal something that is different with-; 
in the identity of substance,,and that the properties themselves ... di¬ 
verge without splitting the unity of the substance. 77 

(c) Gregory Nazianzen says the same with greater clarity: 

... it is impossible that the Son should do anything that the Father 
would not do. For all things that the Father has are the Son’s, just as 
conversely what belong to the Son belong also to the Father. Noth¬ 
ing, therefore, is proper because all are common, since their exist¬ 
ence itself is common and of equal dignity, even though the Son has 
it from the Father. 78 

What then, they ask, does the Spirit need for him to be the Son? For 
if he were not lacking something, he would be the Son. But we say 
that he lacks nothing. For God lacks nothing; but the difference in 
their manifestation ... and in their mutual relation makes for the 
diversity in their names as well. The Son needs nothing for him to be 
the Father (for being the Son is not a shortcoming), and yet he is not 
on that account the Father. Otherwise, by the same token the Father 
would need something for him to be the Son, for the Father is not 
the Son ... Rather, ‘to be unbegotten’ and ‘to be begotten’ and ‘to 
proceed’ mean that one is called the Father, another the Son, and 


77 Basil, AdversusEunomium, 11, 28; mg 29, 638 bc. See ibid., n, 22; mg 29 , 622 ab: 
'... it is obvious to one who reflects upon it that the nouns “father” and “son” 
... when uttered by themselves indicate only a mutual relationship. For a 
father is one who confers upon another the principle of existence in accor¬ 
dance with a nature like his own; a son is one who has the principle of his 
being from another by way of generation.’ 

78 Gregory Nazianzen, Oraiio 30 (theological), 11; mg 36,116 c. [The Latin here 
departs somewhat from the Latin in mg. It may be that Lonergan found the 
Latin translation of the Greek in mg wanting and so substituted his own trans¬ 
lation.] 
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inconfusa trium personam distinctio in una divinitatis natura et dignitate 
conserve tur ... 79 

(d) Apud Gregorium Nyssenum iam ad systema fere pervenitur. 

Neque enim tempore dividuntur a se invicem personae deitatis, neque loco, 
neque voluntate consiliove, neque instituto, neque operatione, neque affec- 
tione ulla huiusmodi quae in hominibus consideratur, sed duntaxat quod Pa¬ 
ter Pater est et non Films, Filius Filius est et non Pater, similiter etiam Spiritus 
sanctus neque Pater neque Filius est.® 0 

Nos dicimus quod, qui omnia sui Patris habet, totum illud est, eo dempto 
quod sit Pater. Et, qui omnia quae sunt Filii habet, totum Filium in se ipso 
demonstrat, praeterquam quod sit Filius.® 1 

At idem Gregorius, quasi totam rem complectens, fundamentum omnis 
subsequentis speculationis praebuit per seriem quandam distinctionum, 
nempe, (1) inter quid sit et quemadmodum sit, (2) inter principium et 
principiatum, et (3) immediate principiatum et principiatum mediante 
principiato, ubi ‘quid sit’ respicit divinam essentia.m, ‘quemadmodum sit’ 
respicit proprietates, modos existendae, relationes, nempe, principium 
esse vel principiatum esse, denique ‘principium’ est Pater, ‘immediate prin¬ 
cipiatum’ est Filius, et ‘principiatum mediante principiato’ est Spiritus 
sanctus. 

... quoniam omnem circa essendam diversitatem reicit divina, simplex, inal- 
terabilis natura, ut una sit, multitudinis significadonem in se non admittit ... 
Quod si quis nostram doctrinam calumnietur quasi, cum differendam circa 
naturam non admittat, confusionem hypostaseon faceret, tali accusadoni hoc 
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another the Holy Spirit respectively, and the clear distinction of the 
three persons in one divine nature and dignity is preserved. 79 

(d) Gregory of Nyssa almost arrives at a system. 

The persons of the deity are not divided from one another either in 
time or in place, or in will or intention, or in course of action, or in 
operation, or in any human feature that could be considered, but 
solely by the fact that the Father is the Father and not the Son, that 
the Son is the Son and not the Father, and similarly that the Holy 
Spirit is neither the Father nor the Son. 80 

We say that he who has all that belongs to his Father is all that, apart 
from being the Father. And he who has all that belongs to the Son 
evinces in himself all that is the Son, except for being the Son. 81 

The same Gregory, as if encompassing the whole doctrine, provided the 
basis for all subsequent speculation through a series of distinctions (1) be¬ 
tween what is and the way in which it is, (2) between the principle and the 
originated, and (3) between the immediately originated and the originated 
mediated by the originated, where ‘what is’ refers to the divine essence, ‘the 
way in which it is’ refers to properties, to ways of existing, and to relations, 
that is, to be the principle or to be the originated, and, finally, ‘the princi¬ 
ple’ is the Father, ‘the immediately originated’ is the Son, and ‘the originat¬ 
ed mediated by the originated’ is the Holy Spirit. 

... since the divine, simple, unchangeable nature rejects all diversity 
regarding essence, so that it is one, it admits nothing within itself that 
would indicate multiplicity ... But if anyone should falsely accuse our 
position of merging the hypostases, since we admit no differentiation 

79 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 31 (theobgica 5), 9; mg 36,142 CD - 143 A. See Ora- 
tio 23, 7 ; 31, 30 ; 33 . 16; 34 . 10 ; 41 . 9 ; 43 . 30 ; mg 35, 1157 D, 1160 AB; mg 36,168 
c; 236 a; 252 a; 441 c; 537 b. 

80 Gregory of Nyssa, Tractatus adversus Graecos ex communibus notionibus, mg 45, 
179 cd; Jaeger, in vol. in, 1 of Gregorii Nysseni Opera (ed. Fridericus Muel¬ 
ler), 25, 8-14. See also Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium, 1, 278; Jaeger, vol. 

1 of Gregorii Nysseni Opera, 107, 26 - 108, 3; MG 45, 335 bc; and ibid. 691; Jae¬ 
ger, vol. 1 of Gregorii Nysseni Opera, 224, 21 - 225, 3; mg 45, 463 bc. 

81 Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium, 11; mg 45,494 B. 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 





476 Pars Altera: Theses Quinque - Thesis 3 

respondemus. Etsi divinam naturam differentiae variationisve expertem con- 
fiteamur, minime tamen differendam negamus quae circa principium et 
principiatuni detegitur et in qua sola aliam hypostasin ab alia discemi depre- 
henditur. Credimus nimirum aliud quidem principium esse, aliud vero ex 
principio; et principiati rursus aliam differendam consideramus. Nam aliud 
quidem condnenter et sine medio ex primo est, aliud vero per id quod im¬ 
mediate ex primo est. Unde absque ambiguitate proprietas Unigenid in Filio 
manet, et tamen Spiritus ex Patre esse non dubitatur; Filius scilicet, qui medi- 
us intercedit, sibi servat proprietatem Unigenid neque ideo Spiritum arcet a 
naturali ad Pattern habitu. Praeterea, quando principium et principiatum 
dicimus, per haec nomina non significamus naturam (nemo enim diceret 
eandem esse et principii et naturae rationem) sed earn indicamus differen¬ 
dam quae rem respicit quemadmodum sit. Quia enim dicimus alium quidem 
principiatum et ex principio ortum, alium vero sine principio esse, per 
nomen principii naturam non dividimus; sed tantummodo dicimus neque Fi- 
lium esse ingenitum neque Pattern esse per generationem. Denique necesse 
est prius credere quod aliquid est quam scrutari quemadmodum sit. Alia 
ergo est ratio quae dicit quid sit, et alia quemadmodum sit; et ideo qui ali¬ 
quid ingenitum dicit, ponit quidem quemadmodum sit, sed ipsa hac ingenid 
voce non declarat quid sit. 82 


Corollaria 

1 Hac tertia thesi iam fundamenta posita sunt ad systematicam quandam 
doctrinae trinitariae declarationem. Quam ob causam, nunc clare et dis- 
tincte excludi possunt, quae tempore anteriori non semper evitabantur, vel 
etiam subsequent! tempore quibusdam obscura videbantur. 
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in the nature, we refute this accusation in the following way. Al¬ 
though we hold the divine nature to be free of all differences or vari¬ 
ation, we do not at all deny the difference that is found between the 
principle and the originated by which alone one hypostasis is under¬ 
stood to be distinguished from another. We believe that one is a prin¬ 
ciple and the other originates from the principle; and again we see a 
further difference between the originated, for one originated comes 
immediately from the principle, while the other comes from the prin¬ 
ciple through the mediation of the first originated. Thus without 
doubt the proper attribute ‘Only-begotten’ remains in the Son, and 
yet no one doubts that the Spirit comes from the Father. The Son, of 
course, the intermediary, reserves to himself the property of Only-be¬ 
gotten but does not on that account withhold from the Spirit his nat¬ 
ural relation to the Father. Besides, when we talk about principle and 
originated, we are not using these terms to signify nature (for no one 
would say that ‘principle’ and ‘nature’ have the same meaning), but 
we are indicating the difference in the way in which things are. For in 
saying that one originates from a principle while another is without a 
principle, by using the word ‘principle’ we do not divide the nature; 
rather, we are simply saying that neither is the Son unbegotten nor 
does the Father exist by way of generation. Finally, one must first be¬ 
lieve that something is before investigating the way in which it is. 
What a thing is is not the same as the way in which it is; and therefore 
when one says that something is unbegotten, one states how it exists, 
but the word itself does not explain what it is. 82 

Corollaries 

1 With this third thesis the foundations have now been laid for a systematic 
explanation of the doctrine of the Trinity. Hence, it is now possible to rule 
out, clearly and distincdy, points which in earlier times were not always 
avoided, or which, even in later times, seemed unclear to some. 


82 Gregory of Nyssa, Ad Ablabium quod non sint tres dii , Jaeger, in vol. in, 1 of Gre- 
gorii Nysseni Opera (ed. Fridericus Mueller), 55, 13 - 56, 22; mg 45, 133 a-d. 
The basic terms in Greek are ti esti , pos esti , aitios , aitiatos , to men ek touprotou , to 
de dia tou prosechos ex tou proton . [Again, the Latin here departs somewhat from 
the Latin in mg, and again it may be that Lonergan substituted his own trans¬ 
lation of the Greek text.] 
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2 ‘Quicumque’: et in hac Trinitate nihil prius aut posterius, nihil 

maius aut minus, sed totae tres personae coaeternae sibi et coaequales.’ db 
39 , t>s 75 - 

Nam nihil se ipso prius est, aut posterius, aut maius, aut minus. Quia ergo 
Pater est Deus et Filius est idem Deus, Pater non est prior Filio, neque pos¬ 
terior, neque maior, neque minor; unde etiam sequuntur coaetemitas et 
coaequalitas; et eadem est ratio circa Spiritum sanctum, qui pariter est 
idem Deus. 

Quibus tamen minime tollitur qui dicitur ordo naturae; 83 nam in eodem 
symbolo affirmatur: ‘Pater a nullo est... Filius a Patre solo est... Spiritus 
sanctus a Patre et Filio ...’ db 39, ds 75. 

Iam vero secundum hunc ordinem Pater est maior Filio (Io 14.28), non 
quasi Filius esset alius quidam minorque Deus, sed quia Filius quidquid est 
aut habet, ex Patre est et habet; et quidem totum est ac habet quod Pater est 
et habet, excepta paternitate. 

3 C. Lateranense iv: ‘... quaelibet trium personarum est ilia res, videlicet 
substantia, essentia seu natura divina ... et ilia res non est generans, neque 
genita, nec procedens, sed est Pater qui generat, et Filius qui gignitur, et 
Spiritus sanctus qui procedi:t ut distinctiones sint in personis et unitas in 
natura.’ db 432, ds 804. 

Si enim ilia res esset generans, cum Filius sit ilia res, Filius esset generans 
et ideo Pater; et similiter Spiritus sanctus esset Pater. Si ilia res esset genita, 
cum Pater sit ilia res, Pater esset genitus et ideo Filius; et similiter Spiritus 
sanctus esset Filius. Et cum eadem sit ratio de ilia re procedente, sequeretur 
Sabellianismus perfectiis. 


4 C. Nicaemum: ‘... Deum ex Deo, lumen ex Iumine, Deum verum de 
Deo vero ...’ db 54, ds 125. 

Quo in loco, nomina, Deus, lumen, Deus verus, stant non pro essentia 
sed pro personis, ut Deus Filius sit ex Deo Patre, et Lumen Filius sit ex Lu- 
mine Patre. Non enim essentia generat sed Pater, neque essentia gignitur 
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2 ‘Quicumque’: ‘... and in this Trinity there is nothing before or after, 
nothing greater or lesser, but all three persons are coeternal and coequal.’ 
DB 39, DS 75, ND 16. 

For nothing is before or after, or greater or lesser, with respect to itself. 
Therefore, since the Father is God and the Son is the same God, the Father 
is neither before nor after the Son, nor is he greater or less than the Son; 
hence it follows that they are coeternal and coequal, and the same holds for 
the Holy Spirit, who is equally the same God. 

Still, this does not do away with what is called the order of nature; 83 for 
the same creed affirms that ‘the Father is from no one... the Son is from the 
Father alone ... and the Holy Spirit is from the Father and the Son ...’ db 39 , 
ds 75 . nd 16. 

Now, according to this order, the Father is greater than the Son (John 
14.28), not as if the Son were some lesser God, but because whatever the 
Son is or has, he is and has from the Father; and indeed he is and has all 
that the Father is and has, except paternity. 

3 Fourth Lateran Council: '... each of the three persons is that reality, 
namely, the divine substance, essence, or nature ... and this reality is neither 
generating nor generated nor proceeding, but it is the Father who gener¬ 
ates, the Son who is generated, and the Holy Spirit who proceeds, so that 
there be distinctions between the persons but unity in nature.’ db 432, ds 
804, nd 318. 

For if that reality were generating, since the Son is that reality, the Son 
would be generating, and therefore would be the Father, and similarly the 
Holy Spirit would be the Father. If that reality were generated, since the Fa¬ 
ther is that reality, the Father would be generated and therefore would be 
the Son; and similarly N the Holy Spirit would be the Son. And since the same 
reason holds regarding the reality that proceeds, the consequence would 
be perfect Sabellianism. 

4 The Council of Nicea: God from God, Light from Light, true God 
from true God ...’ db 54, ds 125, nd 7. 

In this text the words ‘God,’ ‘light,’ ‘true God’ stand not for the essence 
but for the persons, 50 that God the Son is from God the Father, And the 
Son as Light is from the Father as Light. For it is not the essence but the Fa- 


83 See Thomas Aquinas, Summa theobgiae, 1, q. 42, a. 3. 
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sed Filius, neque essentia ex se ipsa est sed Filius ex Patre, uti supra habitum 
est. 

5 Utrum Filius sit ex Patris substantia, ex Patris voluntate 

Idem realiter in Deo est substantia ac voluntas, et ideo dicendum esse 
videtur Filium aut esse et ex Patris substantia et ex Patris voluntate aut non 
esse vel ex Patris substantia vel ex Patris voluntate. 

Sed c. Nicaenum affirmat Filium esse ex Patris substantia, db 54; ds 125; 
e. contra, Athanasius et post eum communiter Patres et theologi Arianam 
reputant doctrinam, Filium esse ex Patris voluntate. 

Cuius quaestionis solutio, quoad rem, est simplicissima. Quia Filius est 
Deus, est idem realiter ac divina substantia et idem realiter ac divina volun¬ 
tas; et ideo non est ex divina substantia vel ex divina voluntate, quasi aliud 
ex alio. Attamen, Filius ex Patre est; Pater est idem realiter ac divina sub¬ 
stantia et divina voluntas; et sic aliquo modo Filius est ex Patris substantia et 
ex Patris voluntate, nempe, quasi alius ex alio. Unde Lateranense iv citavit 
Gregorium Nazianzenum: ‘alius sit Pater, alius Filius, alius Spiritus sanctus, 
non tamen aliud.’ 84 


Quantum autem ad modum loquendi, dicendum est c. Nicaenum et 
Patres contra Arium processisse, qui Filium dicebat creaturam esse ex nihi- 
lo factam secundum liberam Patris electionem. Quare ut negaretur illud 
‘ex nihilo,’ c. Nicaenum dixit Filium esse ex Patris substantia; et ut negare¬ 
tur ilia libera electio Filium creandi, Patres negaverunt Filium esse ex Patris 
voluntate. Et utroque modo intenditur idem, scilicet, Filium esse alium ex 
alio non tamen aliud ex alio. 

6 Utrum Filius sit virtus Patris, sapientia Patris, perfectio Patris 

Circa hanc quaestionem quattuor sunt distinguenda: nam (t) S. Paulus 
Christum affirmavit Dei virtutem et Dei sapientiam, et in nt nomen, Deus, 


ther who generates, nor is it the essence but the Son who is generated, nor 
is the essence from itself, but the Son is from the Father, as above. 

5 Is the Son from the substance of the Father, from the will of the Father? 

In God, substance and will are really the same, and therefore it would 
seem that the Son is either from the Father’s substance and from the Fa¬ 
ther’s will, or is from neither the Father’s substance nor from the Father’s 
will. 

But the Council of Nicea affirms that the Son is from the substance of the 
Father (db 54, ds 125, nd 7); on the other hand, Athanasius and in general 
the Fathers and theologians after him consider as Arian the doctrine that 
the Son is from the Father’s will. 

As regards the matter itself, the solution to this question is very simple. 
Because the Son is God, he is really the same as the divine substance and re¬ 
ally the same as the divine will, and therefore he is not from the divine sub¬ 
stance or from the divine will as something else ( aliud) from another. Still, the 
Son is from the Father, and the Father is really the same as the divine sub¬ 
stance and the divine will, and so in some way the Son is from the Father’s 
substance and from the Father’s will as someone else (alius) from another. 
Hence, Lateran iv, quoting Gregory Nazianzen, stated, ‘The Father is one 
person (alius), the Son another person, and the Holy Spirit another per¬ 
son, but there is not another thing (aliud) .’ 84 

As regards the way of speaking, however, it must be said that the Council 
of Nicea and the Fathers condemned Arius for teaching that the Son was a 
creature made out of nothing by the free decision of the Father. Therefore, 
in order to deny the term ‘out of nothing,’ the Council of Nicea stated that 
• the Son was out of the Father’s substance; and in order to deny that free de¬ 
cision to create the Son, the Fathers denied that the Son was from the Fa¬ 
ther’s will.-And both ways of speaking have the same intent, namely, that 
the Son is one person from another, but not one thing from another. 

6 Is the Son the power of the Father, the wisdom of the Father, the per¬ 
fection of the Father? 

Concerning this question, four items need to be distinguished: (1) St 
Paul affirmed Christ to be the power of God and the wisdom of God, and in 


84 Gregory Nazianzen, Epistula I ad Cledonium, mg 37, 179; db 432, ds 805, nd 
319- 
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communiter est nomen personale Patris; 85 (2) saepius Patres vel apologe- 
tice paganis fidem explicantes vel dialectice contra haereticos agentes 
probant vel Filium existere vel eum a Patre non separari, quia Pater num- 
quam sine Logo erat; 86 (3) Origenes, Platonismo quodam imbutus, Filium 
docuit esse ipsam veritatem, ipsam sapientiam, ipsum Verbum, Patrem vero 
his maiorem et meliorem;® 7 (4) Patres scriptoresque graeci posteriores, 
nunc scripturis inhaerentes, nunc apologetis et doctoribus inhaerentes, 
nunc tendentiae Platonisticae cedentes, dicunt Filium esse virtutem, sapi¬ 
entiam, perfectionem Patris. 88 

Iam vero circa haec quattuor non idem de omnibus potest esse iudicium. 
Nam verbum S.'Pauli simpliciter est accipiendum, et sicut fide suscipitur, 
ita etiam secundum analogiam fidei (db 2146, ds 3546) intelligi debet. Ar- 
gumentum autem ab apologetis aliisque Patribus allatum reverenter expo- 
ni solet, ut scilicet distinguatur inter ordinem naturalem cognitionis et 
ordinem super naturalem (db 1795, ds 3015); inquantum enim Deus 
demonstratur esse intellectualis, non agitur de Verbo (db 1816, ds 3041); 
inquantum vero veritas fidei argumentis suadetur, non agitur de demon- 
stratione. Origeni vero nullo modo consentiendum est, cum eius sententia 
hac in re doctrinam de consubstantialitate Filii definitam tollat. Posteriori- 
bus autem Graecis neque vitio vertendum est quod traditionem suam theo- 
logicam sequuntur neque ideo iis postponendus est S. Augustinus qui 
accuratius hanc quaestionem investigavit. 89 


88 Exemplo sit S. loannes Damasc., De fide ortkodoxa, 1, 12: non est alia Patri 
ratio, sapientia, potentia, voluntas praeter Filium, qui sola est Patris potentia 
rerumque omnium creationis primordialis virtus.’ mg 94, 850 a. Cf. ibid., ubi 
inveniuntur (1) notiones Ps.-Dionysii de attributis divinis, et (2) clarissima 
affirmatio perfectae consubstantialitatis, col. 845, 848. 
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the New Testament the word ‘God’ is generally the personal name of the 
Father; 85 (2) very often the Fathers, either explaining the faith apologeti¬ 
cally to the pagans or arguing dialectically against the heretics, prove either 
that the Son exists or that he is not separated from the Father, because the 
Father was never without the Logos; 86 (3) Origen, imbued with a certain 
Platonism, taught that the Son was truth itself, wisdom itself, the Word it¬ 
self, but that the Father was greater and more excellent than these; 87 (4) 
the Fathers and later Greek authors, closely adhering at times to scripture 
or to the Apologists and teachers, and at other times yielding to Platonist 
tendencies, speak of the Son as the power, wisdom, and perfection of the 
Father. 88 

Now, it is impossible to have the same judgment about each of these four 
points. For the statement of St Paul is simply to be accepted, and as it is re¬ 
ceived by faith, so also is it to be understood according to the analogy of 
faith (db 2146, ds 3546, nd 143/ 9 ) • The argument advanced by the Apolo¬ 
gists and other Fathers is treated with customary reverence, so that a distinc¬ 
tion is made between the natural order of knowledge and the supernatural 
order (db 1795, ds 3015, nd 131): for in demonstrating God to be intellec¬ 
tual, there is no discussing the Word (db 1816, ds 3041, nd 137) ; whereas 
presenting the truth of the faith by persuasive arguments is not a matter of 
demonstration. It is absolutely out of the question to agree with Origen, 
since his opinion on this matter denies the defined doctrine of the consub- 
stantiality of the Son. Later Greek writers are, however, not to be faulted for 
following their own theological tradition, nor is St Augustine, who investi¬ 
gated this question very carefully, to be considered inferior to them. 89 


85 1 Corinthians 1.24. Rahner, 'Theos im Neuen Testament’ (see above, note 3). 

86 See de Regnon, Etudes de theologiepositive-sur la sainte Trinite (see above, p. 93, 
note 109), hi, 1, etudes xix et xx, pp. 381-566. 

87 See above, p. 127. 

88 For example, St John Damascene, De fide orthodoxa, 1,12: ‘... the Father has no 
other intelligence [ratio] , wisdom, power, or will except the Son, who alone is 
the Father’s power and the primordial force of the creation of all things.’ mg 
94 , 850 A. See ibid., where are found (1) the ideas of Pseudo-Dionysius con¬ 
cerning the divine attributes, and (2) an extremely clear affirmation of per¬ 
fect consubstantiality, cols. 845, 848. ~ 

89 Augustine, De Trinitate, vi and vn; ml 42, 923-46. See Irenee Chevalier, ‘La 
theorie augustinienne des relations trinitaires: Analyse explicative des textes,’ 
Divus Thomas (Fribourg) 18 (1940) 3i7[i89]-384[256]; 5 . Augustin et lapens’ee 
grecque: Les relations trinitaires (Fribourg en Suisse: Librairie de L’Universite 
1940 ). 
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Quoad rem, ergo, distinguenda sunt attributa seu nomina divina in es- 
sentialia et notionalia; ilia de tribus personis praedicantur communiter, 
quia trium est una eademque essentia; haec autem relationem personalem 
important, et de iis solisque personis vere dicuntur quibus est ilia relatio. 
Iam vero virtus, sapientia, perfectio divina dicunt ipsam divinam essentiam, 
neque personalem relationem important; et ideo de tribus pariter praedi- 
cari debent. 

Quod si obicitur alios vel ante Augustinum vel etiam posteriores Augusti- 
num ignorantes aliter esse locutos, respondendum est decursu temporum 
augeri intelligentiam fidei, scientiam, sapientiam, uti decrevit c. Vati- 
canum, db 1800, ds 3020. 

7 Eadem ac Filii est Verbi divini tarn essentia quam origo. 

(a) Non alius est Filius et aliud Verbum. 

Quod ponitur contra sententiam quandam gnosticam, et omnino ex 
evangelio Ioannis constat. Qui enim ibi dicitur Verbum (Io 1.1), idem est 
caro factus (Io 1.14) et lesus Christus Dei Filius. 

(b) Eadem ac Filii est Verbi essentia. 

Directe defmivit c. Nicaenum Filium esse Patri consubstantialem (db 54, 
ds 125). Qui autem cum Ario sentiret Verbum esse creaturam, non minus 
quam Arius esset haereticus: idem enim est et Filius et Verbum, uti supra 
habitum est. Increata ergo et divina est Verbi essentia; neque alia increata 
essentia est Verbi, et alia Filii, nam unica est essentia increata. Eadem ergo 
ac Filii est Verbi divini essentia. 

(c) Inter Verbum et Filium nulla est oppositio relationis. 

Ubi enim in divinis habetur oppositio relationis, ibi habetur realis dis- 
tinctio, sicut inter Patrem et Filium, Patrem et Spiritum sanctum, Filium et 
Spiritum sanctum. Sed idem est Verbum, qui est Filius. Ergo nulla est oppo¬ 
sitio relationis inter Verbum et Filium. 

(d) Verbo et Filio omnia sunt unum. 

Nam in divinis omnia unum ubi non obviat relationis oppositio (db 703, 
DS 1330). Sed nulla est oppositio relationis inter Verbum et Filium. Ergo, 
Verbo et Filio omnia unum sunt. 

(e) Verbum neque Pater est neque Spiritus sanctus. 
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With regard to the matter itself, then, the divine attributes and names are 
to be distinguished into essential and notional. The former are predicated 
of the three persons in common, because the Three have one and the same 
essence; the latter, however, imply a personal relation, and are predicated 
of only those persons who have that relation. But divine power, wisdom, 
and perfection refer to the divine essence and do not imply a personal rela¬ 
tion, and so are to be predicated of the Three equally. 

But if pne objects that others either before Augustine or even later au¬ 
thors ignorant of Augustine had a different opinion, the answer must be 
that the understanding of the faith and knowledge and wisdom increase in 
the course of time, as Vatican 1 declared (db 1800, ds 3020, nd 136). 

7 The essence and origin of the divine Word are the same as the essence 
and origin of the Son. 

(a) The Son and the Word are the same. 

This is asserted against a certain gnostic opinion, and is quite clear from 
John’s gospel. There the Word is mentioned (John 1.1) and the same Word 
is said to have become flesh (1.14) and to be Jesus Christ, the Son of God 
[1.17-18]. 

(b) The Son and the Word have the same essence. 

The Council of Nicea directly defined that the Son was consubstantial 
with the Father (db 54, ds 125, nd 7). Anyone who might share Arius’s opin¬ 
ion that the Word was a creature would be no less a heretic than Arius him¬ 
self, for the Son and the Word are the same, as was said above. The essence 
of the Word, then, is uncreated and divine; nor is there one uncreated es¬ 
sence of the Word and another of the Son, for there is but one uncreated 
essence. Therefore, the Son and the Word have the same essence. 

(c) There is no relational opposition between the Word and the Son. 

Wherever there is relational opposition in the deity, there is a real distinc¬ 
tion, as between the Father and the Son, between the Father and the Holy 
Spirit, and between the Son and the Holy Spirit. But the Word is the same 
as the Son, and therefore there is no relational opposition between the 
Word and the Son. 

(d) All things that the Word has and the Son has are the same. 

In God all things are one where there is no relational opposition (db 703, 
ds 1330, nd 325). But there is no relational opposition between the Word 
and the Son. Therefore, all things that the Word has and the Son has are 
the same. 

(e) The Word is neither the Father nor the Holy Spirit. 
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487 Part 2: Five Theses - Thesis 3 


Nam Verbum est caro factum; sed Pater non est caro factus; et ideo Ver- 
bum non est Pater. Et eadem est ratio de Spiritu sancto. 

(f) Sicut Filius est a Patre, ita Verbum est a Patre. 

Quod Filius est a Patre, definitum est in c. Nicaeno. Sed iam habitum est 
eundem esse et Verbum et Filium. Ergo Verbum a Patre est. 

(g) Eadem ac Filii est Verbi divini origo. 

Nam supra habitum est (d), Verbo et Filio omnia esse unum; quod si om¬ 
nia sunt unum, etiam una est origo. 

(h) Unde concludes dogmaticam esse hanc conclusionem, eandem sci¬ 
licet ac Filii esse Verbi divini tarn essentiam quam originem. 

Quam ob causam, reici non oportet quasi privata quaedam esset specula- 
tio quod docuit Augustinus: ‘Eo quippe Filius quo Verbum, et eo Verbum 
quo Filius’; 90 quod pariter docuit S. Thomas: in nomine Verbi eadem 
proprietas importatur quae in nomine Filii’; 91 quod confirmavit R.P. Pius 
VI contra Pistorienses, db 1597, ds 2698. 

8 Unde et multi excluduntur errores circa vel Verbum vel Filium. 

(a) In primis meditandum est illud S. Augustini: ‘Numquid perfecte de 
Trinitate disputatum est, antequam oblatrarent Ariani?’ 92 Quod quidem ni¬ 
hil est aliud quam quod affirmavit c. Vaticanum non in ictu oculi sed decur- 
su temporum circa doctrinam fidei augeri intelligentiam, scientiam, 
sapientiam, db 1800, ds 3020. Quare vel tironis est clare et distincte intelli- 
gere aliam esse rationem de sententia abstracte considerata et aliam esse 
rationem de eadem sententia tali intentione, tali tempore prolata. Qui 


91 Sum. theol., 1, q. 34, a. 2, ad 3m. Quod si obicitur S. Thomam aliter sensisse, In 
I Sent, d. 27, a. 2, sol. 1, dicendum est S. Thomam ibi non aliter sensisse de 
Verbo divino sed etiam considerasse quid sequereter ‘ex virtute vocabuli.’ 


For the Word was made flesh; but the Father was not made flesh, and 
therefore the Word is not the Father. The same reason holds regarding the 
Holy Spirit. 

(f) As the Son is from the Father, so is the Word from the Father. 

That the Son is from the Father was defined in the Council of Nicea. But 

we have said that the Word and the Son are the same; therefore, the Word 
is from the Father. 

(g) The Son and the Word have the same origin. 

For as was stated above in (d), in the Word and the Son all things are one; 
but if all things are one, so also their origin is one. 

(h) Hence, it follows that this conclusion is dogmatic, namely, that the 
Son and the divine Word have both the same essence and the same origin. 

For this reason, the teaching of Augustine that, ‘as the Word i< so is the 
Son, and as the Son is, so is the Word,’ ought not to be rejected as if it were 
some speculation of his own. 90 This is likewise the teaching of St Thomas: 
••• the name ‘Word’’ imports the same property as the name “Son.”’ 91 This 
doctrine was confirmed by Pope Pius vi in condemning the errors of the 
Synod of Pistoia, db 1597, ds 2698. 

8 By reason of the above, many errors concerning either the Word or the 
Son are excluded. 

(a) First of all, one should ponder deeply this remark of St Augustine: 
‘Was discussion about the Trinity complete before the Arians began to 
bark?’ 92 This, of course, is simply what Vatican I asserted, that in matters of 
faith, understanding, knowledge, and wisdom do not occur in the twinkling 
of an eye but grow in the course of time (db 1800, ds 3020, nd 136) . For this 
reason even a beginner can clearly and distinctly understand that the mean¬ 
ing of an opinion considered abstractly is not the same as the meaning of 

90 Augustine, De Trinitate, vu, ii, 3; ml 42,936. 

91 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, q. 34, a. 2, ad 3m. But to the objection 
that St Thomas thought otherwise in Super I Sententiarum, d. 27, q. 2, a. 2, sol. 

1, the answer is that in that text he was not expressing a different opinion con¬ 
cerning the divine Word, but that he was considering what might follow ‘from 
the force of the word.’ 

92 Augustine, Enarrationes in Psalmos, 54,22; ml 36,643. See also Contra lulianum, 

1, 6, 22: ‘But, you will ask, “Why did he himself not add the word ‘proper’?” 
Why, I suppose, unless because, as one discussing the matter in the catholic 
church, it did not occur to him that he would be misunderstood and he was 
not agitated by a question no one had raised, and so he spoke somewhat care¬ 
lessly, since you were not yet arguing.’ ml 44, 656; ep 1228. 
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THESIS 4 

Spiritus sanctus a Patre et Filio tamquam ab uno principio et unica 
spiratione procedit. 

Termini 

Pater, Filius, Spiritus: de quibus in NT et supra. 

tamquam-. significat non metaphoricam dictionera sed realem modum 
quo Pater et Filius sunt principium a quo Spiritus procedit. 
unum: indivisum in se et divisum a quolibet alio. 

principium-. primum in aiiquo ordine. Ita ‘punctum’ est principium line- 
ae, ‘unum’ est principium numerationis, ‘causa* est principium effectus, 
‘Pater’ est principium Spiritus sancti secundum spirationem, ‘Pater et Filius 
et Spiritus* sunt principium ends finid secundum creationem. Cf. DB 704, 
DS 1331. 

unica: non duae nec tres nec plures. 

spiratio : est nomen a theologis inventum (cf. Io 3.8); sicut enim Filius gen- 
erari dtcitur, ita Spiritus spirari; et sicut solus Filius generatur, ita solus Spir¬ 
itus spiratur, quasi ‘Spiritus’ idem diceret ac ‘spiratus.’ Unde ‘spirado* 
acdonem spirandi dicit, sed ‘spirado acdva’ et ‘spiratio passiva* reladones 
dicunt sicut paternitas (generatio activa) et ftliatio (generado passiva) rela¬ 
dones dicunt. 

procedere. ab alio vel moveri vel fieri vel esse; quod ad Deum translatum 
analogice intelligitur, ut excludatur omnis materialitas quia Deus non est 
corpus, omnis mutabilitas quia Deus non est ens finitum, omnis transitus 
extra ipsum Deum quia Spiritus sanctus neque alius Deus est neque crea- 
tura. Notate apud Latinos ‘procedere’ dici generaliter 1 sive de generadone 
Filii sive de spiratione Spiritus sancti; quae quidem generalitas deest in voce 
Graeca, EK7topeu£o0ai, quae terminum respicit ex quo incipit via, iter. 

Documenta 

Thesis quoad omnia elementa definitur turn in c. Lugdunensi II, anno 1274, 
DB 460, DS 850, turn in c. Florendno, anno 1439, DB 691, DS 1300. 
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THESIS 4 

The Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son as from one 
principle and by a single spiration. 

Terminology 

Father , Son, Spirit those mentioned in the New Testament and above. 

as : signifies not a metaphorical expression but the real way in which the 
Father and the Son are the principle from which the Spirit proceeds. 
one: undivided in itself and divided from everything else. 
principle : that which is first in some order. Thus a point is the principle of 
a line, ‘one* is the principle of numeration, a cause is the principle of its ef¬ 
fect, the Father is the principle of the Holy Spirit by way of spiration, and 
the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are the principle of finite being 
by way of creation. See db 704, ds 1331, nd 326. 
single: not two or three or more. 

spiration: a word coined by theologians (see John 3.8); for as the Son is 
said to be begotten, so the Spirit is said to be spirated. And as only the Son 
is begotten, so only the Spirit is spirated, as if‘Spirit’ were equivalent to ‘the 
spirated.’ Hence ‘spiration’ refers to the action of spirating, but ‘active spi¬ 
ration’ and ‘passive spiration’ refer to relations, just as ‘paternity’ (active 
generation) and ‘filiation’ (passive generation) refer to relations. 

proceed: to issue or to be produced or to be from another. This is under¬ 
stood as transferred to God analogously so as to exclude all materiality since 
God is not a body, all mutability since God is not a finite being, and all issu¬ 
ing forth from God since the Holy Spirit is neither another god nor a crea¬ 
ture. Note that among Latin authors procedere is predicated in a general way 1 
of both the generation of the Son and the spiration of the Holy Spirit; but 
this general usage of the word is lacking in the Greek term eioropeueaBca, 
which refers to the beginning of a journey. 

Documents 

This thesis in all its elements is defined both in the Second Council of 
Lyons, 1274 (db 460, ds 850, nd 321) and in the Council of Florence, 1439 
(DB 691, ds 1300, nd 322). 


1 Perhaps because of John 8.42 and 15.26. 
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Quod in thesi principaliter asseritur, Spiritum sanctum a Patre et Filio 
procedere, docent: IQuicumque,’ circa 500, DB 39, DS 75; c. Toletanum XI, 
anno 675, DB 277, DS 527; Leo IX, R. P., anno 1053, DB 345; DS 682; c. Lateran 
rv, anno 1215, DB 428, DS 800. Dubitatur utrum c. Toletanum 1 et ‘Fides 
Damasi’ in nostrum finem citari possint; videsis DS 188, 71. 8 


Sensus asserti 

Quid intendatur, ex analysi decreti c. Florentini habetur, DB 691, DS 1300, 
respectu simul habito ad decretum c. Lugdunensis II, DB 460, DS 850, et ad 
oppositam Photii doctrinam. 

Sensus quo dicitur ‘processio’ ex aequivalentia trium assertorum mani- 
festatur: Spiritus sanctus (1) ex Patre et Filio aeternaliter est, (2) essentiam 
suam suumque esse subsistens habet ex Patre simul et Filio, (3) ex'utroque 
aeternaliter procedit. Agitur ergo de origine ipsius Spiritus sancti. 

Sensus quo dicitur unum principium ex addito argumento manifestatur: 
Pater scilicet est principium seu virtus spirandi; Pater praeterea, excepta 
ipsa proprietate qua Pater est, omnia Filio dedit; Pater ergo Filium gignen- 
do etiam Filio dedit ut Filius sit ipsum idem principium seu virtus eadem 
spirandi unde procedit Spiritus. 

Quod in Florentino asseritur, unum nempe esse principium et unicam 
spirationem, in Lugdunensi ampliatur lit negentur duo principia et duae 
spirationes. Quod contra calumniam Photii procedit qui conclusit doctri¬ 
nam latinam ‘ex utroque’ duo principia introducere et duas distinctasque 
quas dicimus spirationes supponere. 3 
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The principal assertion in the thesis, that the Holy Spirit proceeds from 
the Father and the Son, is taught by: ‘Quicumque,’ c. 500 (db 39 , ds 75, nd 
16); the Eleventh Council of Toledo, 675 (db 277, ds 527, nd 310); Pope 
Leo ix, 1053 (db 345, ds 682); and the Fourth Lateran Council, 1215 (db 
428, ds 800, nd 19). There is some doubt whether the First Council of Tole¬ 
do and the Fides Damasi could be cited in favor of our position; see ds 188, 
71, nd 14. 2 

Meaning of the assertion 

What this assertion intends is obtained by analyzing the decree of the Coun¬ 
cil of Florence, db 691, ds 1300, nd 322, referring at the same time to the 
decree of Lyons II, db 460, Ds 850, nd 321, and to the contrary teaching of 
Photius. 

The meaning of‘proceed,’ ‘procession,’ is clear from the equivalence of 
three statements: the Holy Spirit (1) eternally is from the Father and the 
Son, (2) has his essence and his subsistent being from the Father together 
with the Son, and (3) proceeds eternally from both. At issue, therefore, is the 
origin of the Holy Spirit. 

The meaning of ‘one principle’ is clear from the added argument that the 
Father is the principle or power of spirating. The Father, moreover, apart 
from the property by which he is Father, has given all to the Son; in gener¬ 
ating the Son, therefore, the Father also gave to the Son that the Son be the 
same principle Or power of spirating from which the Holy Spirit proceeds. 

What is asserted in the Council of Florence, namely, that there is one 
principle and a single spiration, is more fully treated in the Council of 
Lyons, which denied two principles and two spirations. This was to refute 
the false accusation of Photius, who concluded that the Latin doctrine ‘ex 
utroque,' ‘from both,’ introduced two principles and supposed two distinct 
actions which we call‘spirations.’ 3 

2 On the Creed of Toledo, see Jose Antonio de Aldama, El simbolo Toledano l: Su 
texto, su origen, su position en la historia de los simbolos (Rome: Gregorian Univer¬ 
sity Press, 1934) 29-37; Camilla Riera, Doctrina de los simbolos Toledanos sobre el 
Espiritu santo. Dissertation, Gregorian University, Rome, 1955. 

3 See Ladislaus Lohn, Compendium quaestionum selectarum de quibus Orientates 
schismatici cum Catholitis disceptarunt: I. Doctrina Graecorum et Russorum deproces- 
sione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre exponitur atque diiudicatur (Rome: Gregorian 
University Press, 1934) 115-17, 118-20. Regarding Photius’s way of speaking, 
see below, pp. 526-29. 
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Interpretatio denique formulae ‘ex Patre per Filium’duo excludit: (1) Fi- 
lium non esse principium Spiritus Sancti, (2) Filium principium quidem 
esse Spiritus, aliter tamen ac Pater principium est, quasi praepositiones ‘ex’ 
et ‘per’ specifice diversas spirationes dicerent. 

Quaestio 

1 Tres sunt quaestiones exacte inter se distinguendae, et alia quidem dog- 
matica, alia autem theologica, tertia denique historica. 

Dogmatica est quaestio utrum Spiritus sanctus a solo Patre procedat an 
etiam realiter et aeternaliter a Filio dependeat. 

Theologica deinde est quaestio, saltern quoad originem, quemadmodum 
in divinis concipi oporteat ‘processionem’ et ‘principium.’ 

Historica denique est quaestio quae schisma Orientalium respicit turn in 
genere turn etiam quo usque a praecedenti quaestione dogmatica et theo¬ 
logica dependeat vel cum ea annectatur. 

2 Dogmatice contra Photium disceptatur, cuius doctrina in ipso titulo 
operis, Mystagogia, breviter resumitur: ‘Sicuti Filius ex solo Patre nasci a 
sacris oraculis dicitur, ita et Spiritus sanctus ex ipsa sola eademque causa 
procedere praedicatur; dicitur vero Filii esse utpote et consubstantialis et 
per eum missus.’ 4 

Quibus in verbis distingues inter Photii assertum et eiusdem argumen- 
tum. Assertum est Spiritum sanctum a solo Patre procedere, sicut et Filius a 
solo Patre gignitur. Argumentum autem ea scripturae loca respicit ubi 
dicitur (1) Spiritum a Filio mitti et (2) Spiritum esse non tantum Spiritum 
Patris (Mt 10.20) sed etiam Spiritum Filii (Gal 4.6). Quibus e locis si quis 
argueret Spiritum etiam a Filio procedere, responderet Photius missionem 
esse temporalem, processionem autem aeternam, et ideo ex missione nihil 
probari; deinde nihil aliud significare per ‘Spiritum Filii’ quam hoc quod 
Spiritus est Filio consubstantialis et Spiritus a Filio mittitur. 

Contra quam positionem proceditur dogmatice affirmando aeternam 
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Finally, the interpretation of the formula ‘from the Father through the 
Son’ rules out two propositions: (1) that the Son is not a principle of the 
Holy Spirit, and (2) that the Son is a principle of the Spirit, but differently 
from the Father, as if the prepositions ‘from’ and ‘through’ indicated spe¬ 
cifically different spirations. 

The Question 

1 There are three questions here to be accurately distinguished from one 
another: the dogmatic question, the theological question, and the histori¬ 
cal question. 

The dogmatic question is whether the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Fa¬ 
ther alone or also really and eternally depends upon the Son. 

The theological question is how, at least with respect to origin, ‘proces¬ 
sion’ and ‘principle’ are to be understood in God. 

The historical question is the question concerning the schism of the East¬ 
ern Churches, not only in general but also to what extent it depends upon 
the preceding dogmatic and theological questions or is connected with 
them. 

2 There is the dogmatic argument against Photius, whose teaching is 
briefly summed up as follows in the very title of his work Mystagogia : ‘Just as 
the Son is said in the sacred oracles to be born from the Father alone, so 
also the Holy Spirit is declared to proceed from this one same cause; but he 
is said to be the Spirit of the Son in that he is both consubstantial with him - 
and sent through him.’ 4 

In this statement one must distinguish between Photius’s assertion and 
his argument. He asserts that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father 
alone, just as the Son also is born from the Father alone. This argument ap¬ 
peals to the texts in scripture where it is stated (1) that the Spirit is sent by 
the Son and (2) that the Spirit is not only the Spirit of the Father (Matthew 
10.20) but also the Spirit of the Son (Galatians 4 - 6 )- Should anyone argue 
from these texts that the Spirit proceeds from the Son also, Photius would 
reply that sending is temporal but procession is eternal, and therefore the 
sending proves nothing; and that ‘the Spirit of the Son’ means only that the 
Spirit is consubstantial with the Son and that the Spirit is sent by the Son. 

Against this position it is dogmatically affirmed that the eternal depen- 


4 Photius, Mystagogia Spiritus Sancti, subtide; MG 102, 279-80. 
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Spiritus dependentiam a Filio turn in scripturis turn a Patribus Graecis et 
Latin is doceri. 

3 Cui tamen quaestioni dogmaticae, praesertim quantum probationem 
ex Patribus Graecis attinet, accedit quaestio theologica. Aliter enim inter 
Graecos et aliter inter Latinos evoluta est theologia trinitaria. 

Et Graeci quidem doctores quemadmodum omnia problemata funda- 
mentalia resolverint iam exposuimus. Quibus tamen peractis stadm quaes- 
tiones christologicas contra Apollinaristas, Nestorianos, Monophysitas 
aggressi sunt easque sicut summa diligentia ita maximo acumine tracta- 
verunt. At eodem ipso tempore, quo Graeci dogma christologicum evolv- 
erunt, Latini propter invectum per barbaros arianismum rem trinitariam 
ulterius elaborare perrexerunt ut, scilicet, non solum conclusiories in Ori- 
ente determinatas susceperirit sed etiam consequentem earundem ordina- 
tionem fere systematicam exploratam atque perspectam habuerint. 

Quod maxime in opere S. Augustini De trinitate 3 videtur. Ubi enim Graeci 
ex Patre inceperunt ut consubstantialitatem Filii et deinde Spiritus sancti 
stabilirent, incepit Augustinus de Deo in tribus personis consubstantialibus 
et aequalibus. Quod aptid Gregorium Nyssenum est ultima fere conclusio 
quae Patrem principium, Filium immediate principiatum, Spiritum medi¬ 
ate principiatum distinguit, 6 apud Augustinum potius ad fundamentum ul- 
terioris investigations pertinet, idque paulo aliter conceptum. Ubi denique 
Nyssenus analogice ex verbo humano exteriori ad Verbum divinum et seor- 
sum deinde ex spiritu seu halitu humano ad Spiritum sanctum concipien- 
dum processit, 7 Augustinus, ipsas relationes trinitarias easque omnes simul 
prospiciens, harum imagines creatas et vestigia quaesivit, enumeravit, inves- 
tigavit. Ex quo factum est ut aliter Graeci theologi et aliter Latini (l) Spiri¬ 
tus sancti proprietatem; (2) principium, et (3) processionem concipere 
solid sint. 

4 lam enim vidimus Gregorium Nazianzenum docuisse (l) proprietatem 
Spiritus sancti esse eK7tep\}/i^, eK7topeuoii;, ( 2 ) earn distingui posse a Filii na- 
tivitate si quidem Eva originem ex Adam duxerit quin ab eo genita sit, (3) 
qualis denique sit haec Spiritus vel emissio vel originatio in mysterio divino 
abscondi. 8 
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dence of the Spirit upon the Son is taught both in the scriptures and by the 
Greek and Latin Fathers. ■ 

3 In addition to this dogmatic question there is the theological question, 
especially concerning the proof from the Greek Fathers; For trinitarian the¬ 
ology developed differently among the Greeks and the Latins. 

We have already shown how the Greek theologians solved all the funda¬ 
mental problems. Once these had been settled, however, they went on to 
address christological questions in arguing against the Apollinarists, the 
Nestorians, and the Monophysites, and they dealt with these questions with 
great diligence and acumen. But during this time when the Greeks were de¬ 
veloping the christological dogma, the Latins, because of the Arianism that 
came in with the barbarian invasions, continued to further elaborate the 
teaching on the Trinity, so that they not only accepted the conclusions ar¬ 
rived at in the East, but also had a sure and thorough grasp of the conse¬ 
quent and fairly systematic ordering of these same conclusions. 

The best example of this is St Augustine’s work, De Trinitate . 5 Where the 
Greeks began from the Father to establish the consubstantiality of the Son 
and subsequently that of the Holy Spirit, Augustine's starting point was God 
in three equal and consubstantial persons. Gregory of Nyssa’s final conclu¬ 
sion is that the Father is the principle, the Son is immediately originated, 
and the Spirit is mediately originated; 6 for Augustine this conclusion be¬ 
longs rather to a basis for further investigation, conceived in a slightly 
different way. Finally, where Gregory proceeded analogically from the ex¬ 
ternal human word to conceive the divine Word and then separately pro¬ 
ceeds from the human spirit or breath to conceive the Holy Spirit, 7 
Augustine, viewing all these trinitarian relations together, looked for, listed, 
and investigated their created images and traces. The result of this was that 
the Greeks and the Latins generally conceived in different ways (1) the 
property, (2) the principle, and (3) the procession of the Holy Spirit. 

4 We have already seen that Gregory Nazianzen taught (1) that the prop¬ 
erty of the Holy Spirit is eiorepyic,, ‘sent forth,’ and feKrcopeuou;, ‘proceed¬ 
ing,’ (2) that it can be differentiated from the birth of the Son, since Eve 
originated from Adam without being begotten by him, and (3) how this 
emission or origination of the Spirit is hidden in the mystery of God. 8 

5 See Augustine’s own summary, De Trinitate, xv, iii, 5; ml 42, 1059-61. 

6 See above, pp. 474 - 77 - 

7 Gregory of Nyssa, Oratio catechetica, 1 and 2; mg 45, 13-18. 

8 See above, p. 461. 
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At Augustinus, cum omnino generaliter nomina divina in absoluta et 
relativa distinxerit, nomen Spiritui sancto proprium quaesivit. Quod qui- 
dem constabat non esse ‘spiritum,’ cum Deus spiritus sit (Io 4.24) et ideo 
Pater quia Deus et Filius quia Deus sane spiritus sit dicendus. Neque hoc 
nomen spiritui proprium est ‘sanctus,’ nam nemo negaret Deum esse sanc¬ 
tum, Patrem esse sanctum, Filium esse sanctum. Quam ob causam, scriptu- 
ras scrutatus, Spiritum invenit ‘donum Dei’ dici (Act 8.20). Quod quidem 
donum esse Patris conclusit ex Io 15-26, et etiam Christi ex Rom 8-9 9 

Unde ulterius quaesivit utrum habitudo inter Patrem et donum, vel Fili¬ 
um et donum, mutua sit ut, scilicet, sicut Pater est Pater Filii et Filius est 
Filius Patris, etiam dici possit Patrem esse Patrem doni et Filium esse Filium 
doni. Quod dici non posse conclusit, si quidem sequeretur donum seu Spir¬ 
itum esse Filium Patris et Patrem Filii. 


Quibus perspectis novum nomen inducendum duxit, ut Pater non doni 
Pater sed doni donator diceretur et similiter Filius non doni Filius sed doni 
donator. 10 

5 Deinde, circa notionem principii, ut alterum aggrediar caput differen- 
tiarum, inprimis constat solum Patrem esse ingenitum. Cui accedit usus 
iam notus, monarchiam divinam significare non solum polytheismi reiec- 
tionem sed etiam ipsius unitatis Dei trini expositionem quandam atque de- 
Fensionem, si quidem Filius non extraneus est neque alius Deus Deo Patri 
oppositus. 11 Adde quod Gregorius Nyssenus Patrem concepit ctvuoi;, Fili¬ 
um vero et Spiritum sanctum ainaxoi. 12 Quibus forte adiungi debet turn 
theoria de nominibus divinis vel negativis vel virtualibus per Ps.-Dionysium 
elaborata 13 turn etiam antiquissimus usus in 1 Cor 1.24 fundatus quo Filius 
concipiebatur ut unica Patris potentia et totius creationis virtus primordia- 
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But Augustine, having distinguished/in a quite general way, between ab¬ 
solute and relative divine names, searched for the name proper to the Holy 
Spirit It was clearly not ‘spirit’ since God is a spirit (John 4.24), and there¬ 
fore the Father and the Son, since each is God, are surely to be called ‘spir¬ 
it.’ Nor is the word ‘holy’ proper to the Spirit, for no one would deny that 
God is holy, that the Father is holy, and that the Son is holy. Accordingly, 
having searched the scriptures, he found that the Spirit was called ‘God’s 
Gift’ (Acts 8.20). From John 15.26 he concluded that this gift was a gift from 
the Father, and from Romans 8.9 that this gift was also Christ’s gift. 9 

From here Augustine went on to ask whether the relationship between 
the Father and. the Gift, or between the Son and the Gift, was mutual, so 
that, just as the Father is the Father of the Son and the Son is the Son of the 
Father, so also one could say that the Father is the Father of the Gift and the 
Son is the Son of the Gift. He concluded that one could not say this, since 
it would follow that the Gift or Spirit is a Son of the Father and the Father 
of the Son. 

Having realized this, he decided to introduce a new term, so that the Fa¬ 
ther would be said to be not the Father of the Gift but the giver of the Gift, 
and similarly the Son would be not the Son of the Gift but the giver of the 
Gift. 10 

5 Next, to address the second of the differences between the Greeks and 
the Latins, namely, on the notion of principle, it is clear, first of all, that 
only the Father is unbegQtten. There is also the well-known usage of the 
phrase ‘divine monarchy’ not only as signifying the rejection of polytheism 
but also as an explanation and defense of the unity of the triune God, since 
the Son is neither something extraneous nor another God in opposition to 
God the Father. 11 There is the further point that Gregory of Nyssa con¬ 
ceived the Father as avrioq, originator, but the Son and Holy Spirit as 
ai-ruxToi, originated. 12 To these there perhaps should be added both Pseu¬ 
do-Dionysius’s theory on the negative or virtual divine names, 13 and also 
the very ancient usage based upon 1 Corinthians 1.24 in which the Son was 
conceived as the unique power of the Father and the primordial force of 


9 Augustine, De Trinitate, v, xi, 12; ml 42, 918-ig. 

10 Ibid., V, xii, 13; ml 42,919-20. 

11 See above, pp.466-71. 

12 Gregory of Nyssa, Ad Ablabium, quod non sint ires dii\ see above, pp. 474-77 
[and note 82]. 

13 See John Damascene, De fide orthodoxa, 1, 12; mg 94, 845 b - 850 b. 
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lis. 14 Quae omnia simul sumpta et in unam brevem condusionem redacta 
dicunt quod apud Damascenum legitur: ‘Spiritus etiam Filii didtur, non 
quasi ex ipso, sed per ipsum ex Patre procedens. Solus enim Pater auctor 
(aixioq) est.’ 15 

At Augustinus, quamvis Patrem ingenitum esse docuerit et ita monarchi- 
am servaverit, tamen Filium etiam esse principium ex Io 8.25 conclusit. 
Quod nomen esse relativum perspexit, cum principium dicatur aliquid re¬ 
late ad ea quorum principium est. Unde et conclusit principium creaturae 
esse non solum Filium sed etiam Patrem; imo, cum Deus sit creator, et Spir¬ 
itus sanctus sit Deus, etiam Spiritus sanctus principium creaturae dicendus 
est. Praeterea, tres sane sunt Pater et Filius et Spiritus, quorum unus- 
quisque principium creaturae est; sed non ideo tria sunt principia, si qui- 
dem unus est Deus et unus est creator, et trium, sicut una est substantia, ita 
etiam una est potentia et unum creaturae principium. 16 

Amplius, Pater Filium gignit, et ideo Pater est principium Filii. Ulterius, 
quod ab aliquo datur, in donatore principium habet. Sed Spiritus est don¬ 
um et, sicut Pater est huius doni donator, ita et Filius. Cuius donationis non 
duo sunt principia neque duo donatores, sicut et creationis non tria sunt 
principia neque tres creatores. Pater ergo et Filius sunt unum principium 
Spiritus sancti. 17 Imo, cum aliud sit donum esse et aliud actu esse donatum, 


14 Ibid. col.849AB. Cf.T. deRegnon ,Etudesdetkeologie positivesurlasainteTrinite, \ 

tom in, EtudeXX, Le Fils perfection du Pere, Paris 1898, pp. 468 ss., praesertim 
a p. 487. Notate sicut Basilius ‘lucem ingenitam’ et iucem genitam’ disdnxit 
(Adv. Eunom., II, 28; MG 20,638 B; supra citatur p. 472), ita Augustinum sys- j 

tematice evolvisse condusionem Patrem et Filium secundum consubstantiali- 
tatem pariter esse sapientes, Patrem quidem ut sapientiam ingenitam, Filium 
vero ut sapientiam genitam (De trin., lib. VI et VII; quorum analysin habes a i 

I. Chevalier, Divus Thomas, Fribourg, 1940, pp. 317-84; cf. eiusdem, S. Augus¬ 
tin et la pensie grecque, Les relations trinitaires, Fribourg, 1 940). 


17 Ibid. V, xiv, 15; col. 920 s. Notate vim axiomads, omnia esse unum ubi non 
obviat relationis oppositio: habetur opposido reladva inter creatorem et crea- 
turam, quae tamen non disdnguit Patrem a Filio vel a Spiritu, si quidem 
neque Filius vel Spiritus creatura est; pariter habetur oppositio inter dona- 
torem et donum, quae tamen non disdnguit Patrem qua donatorem a Filio 
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the whole of creation. 14 All of these points are summarized in one brief 
conclusion in John Damascene; ‘The Spirit is said to be of the Son, not as 
being from him, but as proceeding from the Father through him. For the 
Father alone is the originator (amog) .’ l5 

But although Augustine taught that the Father was unbegotten and so 
safeguarded the principle of monarchy, he nevertheless concluded from 
John 8.25 that the Son also is a principle. He perceived that this is a relative 
term, since a principle is said to be something that is related to those 
things of which it is a principle. Hence he concluded that the principle of 
creation is not only the Son but also the Father; indeed, since God is the 
creator and the Holy Spirit is God, the Holy Spirit also must be said to be 
the principle of creation. Besides, the Father, the Son, and the Spirit are 
certainly three, each one of whom is the principle of creation; but it does 
not follow that there are three principles, since God is one and the creator 
is one, and as the Three have one substance, so also theirs is one power 
and one principle of creation. 16 

Also, the Father begets the Son, and therefore the Father is the principle 
of the Son. Besides, that which is given by someone has its principle in the 
giver. But the Spirit is gift, and as the Father is the giver qf this gift, so also 
is the Son. There are not two principles or two givers in this donation, just 
as there are not three principles or three creators in creation. Therefore 
the Father and the Son are one principle of the Holy Spirit. 17 In fact, since 


14 Ibid, mg 94 ,849 ab. See de Regnon, Etudes de tkeologie positive sur la Sainte Trin¬ 
ite, tome in. Etude xx, ‘Le Fils, perfection du Pere’ 468-566, especially from 
p. 487. Note that just as Basil distinguished ‘unbegotten light’ and ‘begotten 
light’ (see above, p. 473), so did Augustine systematically develop the conclu¬ 
sion that the Father and the Son by reason of consubstantiality were equally 
wise, the Father as unbegotten wisdom and the Son as begotten wisdom (De 
Trinilate, vi and vn). For an analysis of this, see [the previously cited article 
by] Chevalier, ‘La theorie augustienne des relations trinitaires,’ and [his 
book, also previously cited] S. Augustin et lapensee grecque. 

15 John Damascene, Defide ortkodoxa, 1,12; mg’ 94, 849 b, 850 B. [Lonergan does 
not reproduce the words with complete accuracy, but may be providing his 
own Latin transladon.] See de Regnon, Etudes de tkeologie positive sur la Sainte 
Trinite, hi, 162-65, 255~59- 

16 Augustine, De Trinitate, v, xiii, 14; ml 42, 920. 

17 Ibid, v, xiv, 15; ml 42, 920-21. Note the force of the axiom ‘all things are one 
where there is no relational opposition.’ There is relational opposition 
between creator and creature, but this opposition does not distinguish the 
Father from the Son or from the Spirit, since neither the Son nor the Spirit is 
a creature. There is likewise opposition between donor and gift, which, how- 
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coriclusit Augustinus ab aeterno Spiriturn quidem esse donum, ex tempore 
autem eundem esse actu donatum. 18 

U 1 terms', quodcumque habet Filius, hoc a Patre habet; sed Filius est prin- 
cipium Spiritus sancti; ergo ita est principium Spiritus sancti ut tamen hoc 
ipsum, ‘principium esse Spiritus sancti,’ a Patre accepit. 

Et tamen non frustra in hac Trinitate non dicitur Verbum Dei nisi Filius, nec 
Donum Dei nisi Spiritus sanctus, nec de quo genitum est Verbum et de quo 
procedit principaliter Spiritus sanctus nisi Deus Pater. Ideo autem addidi, 
principaliter, quia et de Filio Spiritus Sanctus procedere reperitur. Sed hoc 
quoque ei Pater dedit non iam existenti et nondum habenti; sed quidquid 
unigenito Verbo dedit, gignendo dedit. Sic ergo eum genuit, ut etiam de illo 
Donum commune procederet, et Spiritus Sanctus spiritus esset amborum. 19 


Quam Augustini conclusionem cum conclusione Gregorii Nysseni supra 
narrata iam comparari oportet. Iam vero quoad primum gressum non 
differunt, cum uterque distinguat ‘principium’ et ‘principiatum.’ In altero 
autem differunt gressu: ubi enim Augustinus ‘principium’ dividitin ‘imprin- 
cipiatum’ et ‘principiatum,’ Gregorius dividit ‘principiatum’ in ‘immediate’ 
et ‘mediate’ principiatum. Unde apud Augustinum ingenitus Pater est im- 
principiatum principium, genitus Filius est principiatum principium, pro- 
cedens Spiritus est ex utroque principiatum. Sed apud Gregorium Pater est 
principium, Filius est immediate principiatum, Spiritus est mediate princi¬ 
piatum. Quae quidem duo, quamvis Gregorius Graece etLatine Augustinus 


qua donatore; Filius enim potius natus est quam datus, ut ibidem dicit 
Augustinus. 
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it is one thing to be a gift and another to have been actually given, August¬ 
ine concluded that the Spirit was gift from all eternity but was actually given 
in time. 18 

Furthermore, whatever the Son has he has from the Father; but the Son 
is the principle of the Holy Spirit; therefore he is the principle of the Holy 
Spirit but is so inasmuch as this ‘being the principle of the Holy Spirit’ was 
itself received by him from the Father. 

Still, it is not without good reason that in this Trinity only the Son is 
called the Word of God and only the Holy Spirit is called the Gift of 
God, and that only God the Father is that by whom the Word was 
begotten and from whom principally the Holy Spirit proceeds. My 
reason for adding ‘principally’ is that the Holy Spirit is found to pro¬ 
ceed also from the Son. But this prerogative itself was given to him 
by the Father, not as to one already existing but not yet possessing 
anything; for whatever he gave to his only-begotten Word, he gave to 
him in begetting him. Therefore, he begot him in such a way that 
the common Gift proceeded from the Word as well, and the Holy 
Spirit was the spirit of them both. 19 

This conclusion of Augustine’s Ought to be compared with that of Grego¬ 
ry of Nyssa mentioned above. As to the first step, they do not differ, since 
they both distinguished between ‘principle’ and ‘originated.’ Butin the sec¬ 
ond step they do differ: where Augustine divided ‘originating’ into ‘unorig¬ 
inated’ and ‘originated,’ Gregory divided ‘originated’ into ‘immediately 
originated’ and ‘mediately originated.’ Hence in Augustine the unbegotten 
Father is the unoriginated principle, the begotten Son is the originated 
principle, and the proceeding Spirit originates from both. But in Gregory 
the Father is the principle, the Son is immediately originated, and the Spirit 
is mediately originated. Even though Gregory spoke Greek and Augustine 


ever, does not distinguish the Father as donor from the Son as donor; for the 
Son is bom rather than given, as Augustine says in the same passage. 

18 Ibid, v, xv, 16; ml 42, 921-22. 

19 Ibid, xv, xvii, 29; ml 42, 1081. See db 691, ds 1301, nd 323: ‘And since the 
Father himself has given all that he has, apart from being Father, to his only- 
begotten Son in begetting him, this very procession of the Holy Spirit from 
the Son is eternally a possession of the Son from the Father by whom he was 
eternally begotten.' 
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loquantur, quamvis alium concipiendi atque loquendi modum adhibeant, 
tamen quoad rem non differunt uti et docuit c. Florentinum. 20 

6 Duas iam notavimus differentias inter Graecam et Latinam theologiam, 
aliam circa conceptionem Spiritus sancti, aliam circa conceptionem prin- 
cipii. Remanet et tertia quae vocem ‘procedere,’ ‘processionem,’ respicit. 
Graeci enim, sicut principiata distinguunt secundum ‘immediate’ et ‘medi¬ 
ate,’ ita etiam processionem considerant esse aut ‘processionem ex' aut 
‘processionem pei quare locutionem impropriam reputant ubi dicitur 
Spiritus vel per Patrem vel ex Filio procedere. E contra Latini, sicut modo 
generali nomen principii intelligunt ut deinceps idem in imprincipiatum et 
principiatum dividant, ita modo generali processionem intelligunt. Duas 
enim in divinis agnoscunt processiones, aliam Filii (cf. lo 8.42) quae pro- 
prie dicitur generatio, aliam Spiritus sancti quae proprie dicitur spiratio; 
ilia solius Filii est a solo Patre; haec solius Spiritus sancti est a Patre Filioque; 
et quamvis Pater et Filius sint duo supposita, hypostases, personae, non 
ideo tamen sunt duo principia; tamen Pater est principium imprincipiatum 
quia Pater est et ingenitus, et Filius est idem principium sed principiatum 
quia Filius est et unigenitus. 


7 Quaestionem diximus esse dogmaticam, theologicam, atque histori- 
cam. Dogmatica erat circa veritatem, utrum Spiritus sanctus realiter et 
aeternaliter a Filio dependeat. Theologica erat circa modum concipiendi et 
loquendi cum aliter theologi Graeci et aliter Latini (1) proprietatem Spiri¬ 
tus sancti, (2) principium, et (3) processionem cogitare soleant. Tertia de- 
nique est historica quae in multa et diversa extendi posset sed, perspecta 
scholae theologicae exigentia, quam maxime restringi debet. 

8 Inter quaestiones historicas praeeminet ilia quae vocem, Filioque, sym- 
bolo constantinopolitano additam respicit. Quam quaestionem accurate 
distingues turn a quaestione dogmatica, turn a quaestione theologica, turn 
ab iis quae in aliis symbolis praeter nicaeno-constantinopolitanum affxr- 
mantur. 

Decrevit ergo c. Ephesinum nemini licere alteram fidem praeter Nicae- 
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Latin, and although they had different ways of thinking and speaking, still 
they do not differ in reality, as the Council of Florence teaches. 20 

6 We have noted two differences between the Greek and the Latin theol¬ 
ogy, one on the conception of the Holy Spirit and the other on the concep¬ 
tion of principle. There is also a third difference, one that concerns the 

j terms ‘proceed,’ ‘procession.’ For the Greeks, just as they distinguish the 

originated as ‘immediately’ and ‘mediately,’ so also they consider the pro- 
, cession to be either ‘procession from' or ‘procession through.' Thus, they 

consider it incorrect to say that the Spirit proceeds through the Father or 
from the Son. On the other hand, the Latins, as they understand the term 
‘principle’ in a general way so that they then divide it into ‘unoriginated’ 
and ‘originated,’ so also they understand procession in a general way. For 
they recognize two processions in God, the procession of the Son (see John 
8.42), which is properly called ‘generation,’ and that of the Holy Spirit, 
which is properly called ‘spiration.’ The former is the procession of the Son 
alone from the Father alone; the latter is the procession of the Holy Spirit 
alone from the Father and the Son. And although the Father and the Son 
are two supposits, hypostases, and persons, they are not, however, on that 
account two principles. Nevertheless, the Father is the unoriginated princi¬ 
ple because he is the Father and is unbegotten, and the Son is the same 
principle but originated, because he is the Son and is the only-begotten 
i one. 

7 We have said that the question was dogmatic, theological, and histori- 

! cat - The dogmatic question was about truth, whether the Holy Spirit really 

and eternally depends upon the Son. The theological question was about 
the way of conceiving and speaking, since the Greek and the Latin theolo- 
\ giaus usually think of (l) the property of the Holy Spirit, (2) principle, and 

( 3 ) procession in different ways. The third question is historical, which 
could extend into many different areas, but, given the constraints of a 
j course in theology, has to be greatly restricted. 

8 Among the historical questions, the most important one is that of the 
Filioque, 'and the Son,' which was added to the Creed of Constantinople. 
One must carefully distinguish this question from the dogmatic question, 
from the theological question, and from statements made in other creeds 
besides the Nicene-Constantinopolitan. 

The Council of Ephesus, then, decreed that no one was allowed to pro- 

I 

20 db 691, ds 1301, nd 323. For Gregory’s Greek terms, see above; pp. 474-77. 
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nam proferre, conscribere, componere, minatis poenis iisque distinctis 
contra violantes episcopos, clericos, laicos, DB 125, DS 265. 

Decrevit iterum c. Chalcedonense similes poenas contra episcopos, cleri¬ 
cos, monachos vel laicos qui vel alteram ftdem componerent vel alterum 
symbolum traderent. 21 

Iam vero in textu Graeco symboli constantinopolitani, DB 86, deest vox, 
Filioque; neque adest in versione Latina nisi uncis inclusa, vel (DS 150) cur-. 
sivis litteris. 

Sed in synodo Bracarensi rv, anno 675, symbolo constantinopolitano ad- 
dita est vox, Filioque. 22 Unde in Galliam irrepsisse additamentum vide- 
tur. 23 Verisimiliter ab anno 780, certo ab anno 807, in capella imperatoris 
Caroli Magni decantabatur. 24 Imo, propter talem cantum Hierosolymis or- 
tae sunt disputadones, et ideo anno 808 in die nativitads Domini e templo 
bethlehemitico detrusi sunt monachi occidentales 25 

S. Paulinus, patr. Aquileiensis 776-802, in c. Foroiuliensi anno 796 apolo- 
giam pro additamento fecit et mentem c. Ephesini interpretatus est. 26 

Carolus Magnus, qui antea doctxinam Graecam impugnandam curave- 


23 Quod eo facilius intelligiturquiadoctrinade processioneSpiritus exFilio iam 
pridem inter doctores occidentales recepta erat. 


26 Lohn, ibid. 26-30. MGH, Concilia //, Concilia Aevi Karolini, pp. 181 ss. Mansi, 
XIII, 835 ss. Non satis distinxisse videtur Paulinus inter symbola solemnia et ea 
quae data occasione ab episcopis localibus decernuntur. 
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fess, draw up, or compose any creed besides that of Nicea, threatening dis¬ 
tinct penalties against any bishops, clerics, or lay persons violating this 
decree (db 125, ds 265). 

The Council of Chalcedon also decreed similar penalties against any 
bishops, clerics, monks, or lay persons who should compose a different pro¬ 
fession of faith or issue a different creed. 21 

The notion of Filioque is not found in the Greek text of the Creed of Con¬ 
stantinople (db 86) nor in the Latin translation except within brackets or 
(ds 150; see nd 305) in italics. 

But in the Fourth Synod of Braga, 675, the word Filioque was added to the 
Creed of Constantinople. 22 From there this addition seems to have crept 
into France. 23 Probably by 780 and certainly by 807, it was sung in Charle¬ 
magne’s chapel. 24 In fact, because of this choral addition, arguments arose 
in Jerusalem, and as a result on Christmas Day, 808, the Western monks 
were ejected from the church in Bethlehem. 25 

St Paulinus, patriarch of Aquileia, 776-802, defended this addition at the 
Council of Frejus in 796 and interpreted the mind of the Council of Ephe¬ 
sus in this sense. 26 

Charlemagne, who previously had seen to the refutation of the Greek 


21 Mauricio Gordillo, Compendium tkeologiae orientalis, 3rd ed. (Rome: Pont. Insti- 
tutum Orientalium studiorum, 1950.) 131. Eduard Schwartz, ed., Acta concil- 
iorum oecumenicorum (Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 1914- ), 1.11, vol. 1, part 1: 
‘Concilium universale chalcedonense,’ p. 130 (326), lines 4-11. 

22 Regarding the opinion that there was an earlier insertion, see the brief treat¬ 
ment by Gordillo, Compendium tkeologiae orientalis 134, and the fuller treatment 
in Eduard Schwartz, Das Nicaenum uhd das Constantinopolitanum auf der 
Synode von Chalkedon,’ Zeitschrift fur die neutestamentlische Wissenschaft 25 
(1926) 38-88. 

23 This is more readily understandable since the doctrine of the procession of 
the Spirit from the Son had long been received among theologians in the 
West. 

24 Martino Jugie, Theologia dogmatica chrislianorum orientalium ab Ecclesia catholica 
dissidentium, tomus 1: Tkeologiae dogmaticae graeco-russorum origio, historia, fontes 

(Paris: Letouzey et Ane, 1926) 165, n. 2. 

25 Lohn, Doctrina Graecorum et Russorum de processione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre 31. 
ml 129,1257-59. mgh , Epistolarum v, Epistolae Karolini Aevi, in, 65-66. 

26 Lohn, Doctrina Graecorum et Russorum de processione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre 26- 
30. mgh, Concilia 11, Concilia Aevi Karolini, 181-90. Mansi, xm, 835-45. Pauli¬ 
nus seems not to have sufficiently distinguished between the solemn creeds 
and what on particular occasions were decreed by local bishops. 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 



520 Pars Altera: Theses Quinque - Thesis 4 

rat, 27 turn Theodulphum ep. Aurelianensem, 28 turn Smaragdum abbatem 
monasterii S. Michaelis ad Mosam, 29 hortatus est ut de Spiritu sancto 
scriberent; quod cum fecissent, eorum opera in c. Aquisgranensi, anno 809, 
approbata 30 ad sanctam sedem misit per legatos qui R. P. Leoni III suade- 
rent ut vox, Filioque, symbolo addita per auctoritatem supremam sancire- 
tur. Quod facere recusavit Leo. 31 Quinimo duas tabellas argenteas in 
basilica SS. Apost. Petri et Pauli affigendas curavit, in quibus turn Graece 
turn Latine symbolum constantinopolitanum sine additamento legeba- 
tur. 32 At alibi in occidente invalescebat usus, et demum apud Romanos in 
altera medietate saec. XI recipiebatur 33 

Quam quaestionem diremit c. Florentinum, anno 1439: ‘Diffinimus insu- 
per, explicationem verborum illorum "Filioque” veritatis declarandae gra¬ 
tia, et imminente tunc necessitate, licite et rationabiliter Symbolo fuisse 
oppositam’ DB691, DS 1302. 34 

27 Inter annos 789-791 prodierunt IV Libri Carolini (ML 98; MGH Concilia II, Sup- 
plementum, ed. H. Bastgen) in quibus turn multa et alia capita a c. Nicaeno n 
decreta impugnantur turn etiam formula fidei Tarasii, patr. Const., quae 
docuitSpiritum ex Patre per Filium procedere. Hadrianus I, R.P. 772 - 795 . has 
impugnationes refutavit; ML 98,1249 ss.; MGH , Epist. ad Carolum M., ed. K. 
Hampe, III, 7 ss. Plura vide apud Lohn, op. cit. 19 - 25 - 


34 Circa hanc definitionem c. Florentini, cf. Jugie, Deprocessione 243-58. Quaes- 
tio potius ad tract. De Ecclesia pertinet, cum infallibilia sint decreta c. oecu- 
menicorum. Si recolis innumera fere conciliabula et symbolorum 
multiplicationem inter annos 340-60, mentemque Athanasii in Tom. Ad Anti- 
ochenos expressam (cf. supra p. 446, n. 43), ipsumque Ephesinum concilium 
symbolum novum emittere noluisse, intelligis intentionem fundamentalem 
decreti ephesini, DB 125, DS 265, fuisse solemnitatem symboli inculcare. 
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doctrine, 27 urged Theodulph, bishop of Orleans, 28 and Smaragdus, abbot 
of the monastery of Saint-Michel-sur-Meuse, 29 to write about the Holy Spir¬ 
it. When they had finished this work, he sent their writings' after approval 
by the Council of Aix-la-Chapelle in 809 30 to the Holy See through legates 
to prevail upon Pope Leo 111 to sanction by his supreme authority the addi¬ 
tion of the word Filioque to the creed. Leo refused to do this. 31 In fact, he 
had two silver plaques set up in the basilica of the Apostles Peter and Paul 
on which the Constantinopolitan Creed was written in Greek and in Latin 
without the added word. 32 But elsewhere in the West the use of the word 
became more common, and finally became accepted in Rome in the sec¬ 
ond half of the eleventh century. 33 

In 1439 the Council of Florence settled the question: ‘Moreover we de¬ 
fine that the explanatory words Filioque were added to the Creed legitimate¬ 
ly and with good reason for the sake of clarifying the truth and because of 
the urgent need at that time’ (db 691, ds 1302, nd 324). 34 

27 During the years 789-91 were published the IV Libri Carolini (ml 98,1181-218; 
MGH, Concilia II, Supplementum 1, ed. Hubert Bastgen, 485-558) in which 
many other chapters decreed by the Second Council of Nicea were attacked, 
as well as the creedal formula of Tarasius, patriarch of Constantinople, stating 
that the Spirit proceeds from the Father through the Son. Pope Adrian 1 
( 772 - 95 ) refuted these attacks: ml 98,1249-92; mgh, Epistula ad Carolum Mag¬ 
num in, ed. K. Hampe, 7 - 57 - More on this iri Lohn, Doctrina Graecorum et Rus- 
sorum de processione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre 19-25. 

28 Theodulph of Orleans, Liber de Spiritu sancto, ml 105, 239-76. 

29 Smaragdus, Libellus de processione Spiritus sancti, ml 98,923-29; mgh. Concilia 11, 
Concilia Aevi Karolini, 236-39. 

30 Hefeie-Leclerc, Histoire des Condles, 111/2,1129; Lohn, Doctrina Graecorum et 
Russorum de processione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre 34 - 

31 Acta collationis romanae descripta a Smaragdo abbate S. Michaelis, ml 102, 971-76. 
mgh, Concilia 11, Concilia Aevi Karolini, P. 1,240-44. Lohn, Doctrina Graecorum 
et Russorum de processione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre 34-38. 

32 Louis Duchesne, Le Liber pontificalis II : Texte, introduction et commentaire (Paris: 
Ernest Thorin, 1892) 26. 

33 Gordillo, Compendium theologiae orientalis 136; [Author unnamed],‘La ques- 
tiorie storica nella controversia del “Filioque,"’ La Civilta cattolica 3 (21 Sep¬ 
tember 1929) 495 - 508 . 

34 Concerning this definition of the Council of Florence, see Martino Jugie, De 
processione Spiritus sancti ex fontibus revelationis et secundum Orientales dissidentes 
(Rome: Facultas Theologica Pontificii Athenaei Seminarii Romani, 1936) 
243 - 58 . The question belongs rather to the treatise on the church, since the 
decrees of ecumenical councils are infallible. If.you recall the numberless 
minor councils and the proliferation of creedal formulas between the years 
340 and 360, the mind of Athanasius expressed in his Tomus ad Antiochenos 
[see above, 447, n. 43], and the fact that the Council of Ephesus itself 
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Adversarii 

1 Thesi per excessum adversantur qui probabiliter vel certo docent Spiri- 
tum sanctum per Filium esse creatum. Ita forte Origenes, certo Arius, Euse¬ 
bius ep. Caes., Eunomiani, Macedonian!. 35 

2 Ante Photium doctrinam photianam protulisse videntur vel protul- 
erunt: 

Symbolum fidei in c. Ephesino productum, in quo legitur: ‘Et in Spiri- 
tum sanctum ... qui Deus secundum substantiam est, illius nempe substan¬ 
tiae cuius est Deus Pater ... quern neque Filium esse cogitamus neque per 
Filium existentiam accepisse ...’ s6 

Theodoretus ep. Cyrensis, cum IX anathematismum Cyrilli adversus 
Nestorium impugnaret, ilia verba, ‘proprium Filii Spiritum,’ suspicans dis- 
tinxit: ‘Proprium vero Spiritum Filii, si quia eiusdem naturae sit et ex Patre 
exeat, consentiemus et ut piam vocem accipiemus; sin autem quia ex Filio 
vel per Filium habeat existentiam id ut blasphemum et impietatem proicie- 
mus.’ 37 

. 3 Nestoriani satis habent praedicare processionem Spiritus sancti a Patre, 
quin partes sustineant vel Byzantinorum vel Occidentalium. Magnus eorum 
doctor, Babai (ob. ca. 628) uno in loco explicite docuit Spiritum a solo 
Patre procedere, eo fere sensu quo Theodoretus Cyrensis. 38 

Monophysitae inde a saeculo IX partes photianas sustinent Olim scrip- 
turis contend Spiritum docuerunt a Patre procedere et a Filio accipere. 
Quam veterem doctrinam comprobant non pauca monumenta liturgica. 39 
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Adversaries 

1 Those who probably or certainly teach that the Holy Spirit was created 
through the Son oppose this thesis by excess. Such were Origen probably, 
and certainly Arius, Eusebius of Caesarea, the Eunomians, and the Mace¬ 
donians. 35 

2 Before Photius, the following seem to have proposed or did propose 
Photius’s doctrine. 

The creedal formula issued in the Council of Ephesus, which reads, ‘And 
[we believe in] the Holy Spirit... who is God according to substance, that is 
to say, he is of that substance which is God the Father’s ... whom we hold 
neither to be the Son nor to have received existence through the Son ...’ 36 

Theodoret of Cyrus, when attacking Cyril’s ninth anathematization 
against Nestorius, being suspicious of the words ‘the proper Spirit of the 
Son,’ made this distinction: ‘If he is the proper Spirit of the Son because he 
is of the same nature and comes forth from the Father, we agree and accept 
this as a devout expression of faith; but if he is so because he has existence 
from the Son or through the Son, this we rejectas blasphemy and impiety.’ 37 

3 The Nestorians deem it sufficient to preach the procession of the Holy 
Spirit from the Father, without siding with either the Byzantine or the West¬ 
ern Fathers. Their great teacher Babai (died ca. 628) in one place explicitly 
taught the procession of the Spirit from the Father alone, in more or less 
the same sense as Theodoret of Cyrus. 38 

The Monophysites from the ninth century on supported the Photians. 
Formerly, being content with the scriptures, they taught that the Spirit pro¬ 
ceeded from the Father and received from the Son. This older teaching is 
confirmed by a number of liturgical texts. 39 

refused to issue any new creed, you will see that the fundamental intention of 
the decree of Ephesus (db 125, ds 265) was to emphasize the solemnity of the 
[Nicene] creed. 

35 See above, pp. 401, 359. 

36 Hahn, §215, p. 302. Mansi, iv, 1347. Labbe, 1,1515. Gordiilo, Compendium tkeo- 
logiae orientalis 102. ltk n, 1025, s.v. ‘Charisios’ {A. Kreuz). 

37 In Cyril of Alexandria, Apologeticus contra Theodoretum, mg 76, 432 CD. [The 
Latin translation of Cyril seems to be Lonergan’s own.] See Gordiilo, Compen¬ 
dium theologiae orientalis 102. Jugie has more on this, Deprocessione Spiritus sancti 
168-72; and Lohn, Doctrina Graecorum etRussorum deprocessione Spiritus Sancti a 
solo Patre 12-15. 

38 Jugie, Deprocessione Spiritus sancti 388-90. 

39 Ibid. 390-98. • 
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4 Diversitas inter theologian) Graecam et Latinam non paucis difficultat- 
ibus ortum dedit vel dare potuit. 

Leontius Byzantinus 40 Filium docu'it esse transvectoren ( 8 icutop 0 |jemf|^) 
Spiritus sancti. 41 Quod in bonum sensum interpretatus est M. Jugie ut, sci¬ 
licet, Filius a Patre non solum divinitatem sed etiam ipsam spirandi vir- 
tutem acciperet, secundum Florentinum, DB 691, ds 1300 42 At eiusmodi 
expressio forte revelat possibilitatem procedendi a formula, ‘ex Patre per 
Filium,’ ad conclusionem falsam, nempe, aliter ex Patre et aliter per Filium 
divinitatem Spiritui sancto communicari. 

Rusticus Diaconus, in sua Disputatione contra Acephalos mentem suam ape- 
ruit dubiam: ‘utrum vero (procedat Spiritus sanctus) a Filio eodem modo 
quo ex Patre non perfecte habeo satisfactum. 43 

Impugnatus est ab Orientalibus S. Maximus Confessor quasi legatus doc- 
trinam veram neglexisset, cum Martinus 1 post c. Lateranense I ad Constan¬ 
tino politanos litteras suas synodicas misisset in quibus Graece dicebatur 
Spiritus ex Patre et ex Filio procedere. 44 

In synodo Gentilliaci habita, anno 767, cui interfuerunt non solum Franci 
sed etiam legati ab imperatore Constantino V missi, disputatum est utrum 
Spiritus sanctus sicut procedit a Patre ita procedat a Filio. 45 


44 M. Jugie, Deprocessione 182 s. Ipse Maximus in epistula ad Marinum, presby- 
terum Cypri, differentias inter terminologiam Graecam et Latinam clare 
exposuit, Latinosque monuit uti ipsi eorum verba exacte definirent. MG 91, 
135 - Cf. Lohn, Doctrina Graecorum 16 ss. 

45 Acta huius synodi perierunt. Factum ex variis testimoniis cognoscitur. Cf. Gor- 
dillo, Comp, tkeol. orient, 104; Lohn, Doctrina Graecorum 18; Jugie, De processione 
259 - 6 i. 
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4 The difference between the Greek and Latin theology gave rise to or 
could have given rise to quite a few difficulties. 

Leontius of Byzantium 40 taught that the Son was the transporter 
(8ia7top0pemT|g, ‘ferryman’) of the Holy Spirit. 41 Jugie has interpreted this 
in a good sense, namely, that the Son receives not only divinity from the Fa¬ 
ther but also the power of spiration, in accordance with the Council of Flo¬ 
rence, DB 691, ds 1300, nd 322. 42 But such an expression could perhaps 
open the way to proceed from the formula ‘from the Father through the 
Son’ to a false conclusion, namely, that divinity is communicated to the 
Holy Spirit in one way from the Father and in another way through the Son. 

The deacon Rusticus in his Disputatio contra Acephalos, expresses the 
doubt in his mind: ‘I am not fully satisfied as to whether (the Holy Spirit 
proceeds) from the Son in the same way as from the Father.’ 43 

St Maximus the Confessor was attacked by the Orientals for having as a 
legate disregarded the true teaching when Pope Martin 1, after the First Lat- 
eran Council, sent to the Cons tan tinopolitans his synodal letters in which 
he stated in Greek that the Spirit proceeds from the Father and from the 
Son. 44 

At the Synod of Gentilly in 767, attended not only by the French but also 
by legates sent by the Emperor Constantine v, it was discussed whether the 
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Son as he does from the Father. 45 


40 Leontius lived in the first part of the sixth century; Altaner, Patrology 615-17 
(473-75] explains who this obscure person was. 

41 Leontius, Adversus Nestorianos, 1, 20; mg 86/1, 1485. 

42 Jugie, De processione Spiritus sancti 174-75. See M. Jugie, ‘Quelques temoi- 
gnages grecs nouveaux ou peu connus sur la doctrine catholique de la proces¬ 
sion du Saint Esprit,’ Echos d’Orient §5 (1936) 263-68. 

43 Rusticus, Disputatio contra Acephalos, ml 67,1237 C. See Lohn, Doctrina Grae¬ 
corum et Russorum de processione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre 15. 

44 Jugie, De processione Spiritus sancti 182-86. Maximus himself in a letter to Mari- 
nus, a Cyprian priest, clearly explained the difference between the Greek and 
Latin terminology, and warned the Latins to define their terms exactly. See 
Maximus, 1 AdDominum Marinum Cypripresbyterum,’ MG 91,136. See also Lohn, 
Docrina Graecorum et Russorum de processione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre 16-18. 

45 The transactions of this synod are not extant. What took place is known 
through various documents. See Gordillo, Compendium theologiae orientatis 104; 
Lohn, Doctrina Graecorum et Russorum de processione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre 18; 
Jugie, De processione Spiritus sancti 259-61. 
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Libri Carolini /Vformulam fidei a Tarasio, pa.tr. Constant, adhibitam (ex 
Patre per Filium) quasi arianam impugnaverunt. 46 

Scotus Eriugena, in opere De divisione naturae, anno 865 composito, non 
pauca habet quae in sensum phodanum teridunt. 47 

5 Photius, 820-897, die 25 dec. 858 thronum patriarchalem constantino- 
politanum illegitime conscendit; a Nicoiao I, R. P., anno 863 depositus, 
anno 867 encyclicam epistolam ad omnes orientales thronos misit, concili- 
abulum coegit, Nicolaum R. P. excommunicavit, et ipse ab imperatore 24 
sept 867 in monasterium relegatus est. Post decern annos ad sedem patriar¬ 
chalem revocatus est, 23 oct. 877; a R. P. Ioanne vm anno 879 absolutus est; 
ab imperatore Leone VI (886-912) iterum est depositus 48 

6 Opus Photii praecipuum est De Spiritus sancti Mystagogia, circa annum 
895 editum, quod per millennium fons argumentorum Orientalibus dissi- 
dentibus factum est. 49 Ex scripturis, ex patribus, et ex ratione theologica 50 
multipliciter argumentatus est. 51 Capita principalia suae doctrinae theolog- 
icae sequentia esse videntur: (1) Monarchia divina exigit ut solus Pater sit 
principium tarn Spiritus quam Filii; (2) proprietates divinae aut tribus per- 
sonis sunt communes aut singulis stricte personales; (3) proprietas stride 
personalis eaque sola est principium immediatum processionis divinae et 
intraneae; (4) et ideo docere processionem ex utroque est ponere duo 
principia. 52 Dogmatice vero docuit Photius (1) Spiritum a solo Patre proce- 
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The Libri Carolini IV attacked’ the creedal formula (from the Father 
through the Son) used by Tarasius, patriarch of Constantinople, as being 
Arian. 48 ’ 

John Scotus Eriugena, in his work De divisione naturae, composed in 863, 
has not a few expressions that lean towards a Photian interpretation. 47 

5 Photius (820-97) illegitimately ascended the patriarchal throne of Con¬ 
stantinople on 25 December 858. In 863 he was deposed by Pope Nicholas ' 
i, and in 867 sent an encyclical letter to all the Eastern sees, convened a 
council, excommunicated Pope Nicholas, and was banished to a monastery 
by the emperor on 24 September 867. Ten years later, on 23 October 877, 
he was recalled to his patriarchal see, was absolved in 879 by Pope John vm, 
and was once again deposed by the emperor Leo vi (886-912). 48 

6 Photius’s main work was De Spiritus sancti Mystagogia, published about 
895, which for a millennium has been a source of arguments for dissenting 
Orientals. 49 It draws from scripture, the Fathers, and theology 50 a multi¬ 
tude of arguments. 51 The main points of his theology seem to be the follow¬ 
ing: (1) divine monarchy demands that the Father alone be the principle of 
the Spirit as well as of the Son; (2) divine properties are either common to 
the three persons or strictly personal to each; (3) a strictly personal proper¬ 
ty and it alone is the immediate principle of a procession within God; (4) 
and therefore to say that there is a procession from both is to posit two prin¬ 
ciples 52 Dogmatically, Photius taught (1) that the Spirit proceeds from the 
Father alone, (2) that the Spirit does not proceed from the Son, and (3) 


46 ML 98, 1117-18. mgh Concilia n, Supplementum, p. 110. The passage from 
Book in, chapter 3, is quoted in Lohn, Doctrina Graecorum et Russorum deproces- 
sione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre 20-21. 

47 See Jugie, De processione Spiritus sancti 307-12. 

48 Lohn, Doctrina Graecorum et Russorum de processione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre 
39-49. 

49 E. Amann, ‘Photius,’ dtc xii (24) 1543 : e’est ici qu’il faut chercher la . 
source de tous les arguments que, sans se lasser, les Grecs repeteront indefin- 

- iment contre le dogme, "invente par les Latins,” de la procession du Saint- 
Esprit ab utroque.' 

50 For an analysis of Mystagogia, see Amann, ‘Photius’ 1542— 44 > ar) d Lohn, Doct¬ 
rina Graecorum et Russorum de processione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre 50-52. For an 
overview of the works of Photius, see Amann, ‘Photius’ 153 &- 49 - 

51 One will find these arguments carefully presented in Lohn, Doctrina Grae¬ 
corum ... 57-123. 

52 Ibid. 98 - 99 - 
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dere; (2) Spiritum a Filio non procedere; et (3) et haereticam et absnrdam 
esse doctrinam asserentium Spiritum a Patre Filioque procedere. 53 

7 Brevius fuit schisma (863-67) sub Photio factum, qui tamen operibus 
suis mentes praeparavit ad subsequens atque diutissimum schisma sub 
Michaele Cerulario anno 1054 inceptum; neque postea, ubi de reunione 
antehac agebatur, defuerunt qui argumenta a Photio exarata repeterent et 
oppositionem formarent. 54 

Ad scholam theologiae orientalis necessario remittimus eos qui theolo- 
gos Graecos posteriores Russosve cognoscere velint quot fuerint, 55 quidve 
de nostra quaestione docuerint. 56 

8 Conventus Bonnenses (1874-75) unionem inter vetero-catholicos et ec- 
clesiam Graeco-Slavicam quaerebant. Quidam formulam mediam inter 
photianam et traditionalem proponebant; sed neque clare loquebantur 
neque eventu feiici, si quidem commissio, decreto sanctae synodi Petropol- 
itanae 13 dec. 1892 instituta, anno sequenti determinavit ad dogma perti- 
nere doctrinam de processione ex solo Patre. 

Quod cum parum pl^cuerit V.V. Bolotov, theses 23 composuit et ger- 
manice edendas curavit. Ei dogma erat Spiritum a Patre procedere, opin- 
iones theologicas tantummodo exprimi sive per formulam Latinam, ‘ex 
utroque,’ sive per formulam Graecam, ‘ex Patre per Filium’; formulam de- 
nique a Photio introductam, ‘a solo Patre/ a doctrina Patrum radicitus dis- 
criminari. 57 

Ulterius processit episcopus Sergius qui dogma in principio monarchiae 
posuit idque exprimi posse vel formula Photii, ‘a Patre solo/ vel formula 
Latina, ‘ab utroque/ 58 


56 M.Jugie, De processione Spiritus sancti 312-86. Vide praesertim tentamina 
reconciliandi doctrinam Photii cum formula Graeca traditional!, ‘ex Patre 
per Filium/ pp. 320-26. Nomina praecipua habes selecta cum bibliographia 
recentiori apud M. Gordillo, Comp, theol. orient. 167 ss. 
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that the doctrine asserting that the Spirit proceeds from the Father and the 
Son is heretical and absurd. 53 

7 Photius’s schism, 863-67, was indeed short-lived, but nonetheless by his 
works he prepared the minds of many for the subsequent and long-lasting 
schism begun under Michael Cerularius in 1054. And ever afterwards, 
whenever reunion was discussed, there were those who rehearsed the argu¬ 
ments drawn up by Photius and formed the opposition. 54 

Of necessity, we shall refer to the school of Oriental theology those who 
wish to learn about the number of later Greek or Russian theologians 55 and 
about what they have been teaching concerning this question. 56 

8 Meetings were held at Bonn in 1874-75 to seek union between the Old 
Catholics and the Greco-Slavic Church. Some participants proposed a for¬ 
mula intermediary between the Photian and the traditional formulas. But 
the discussions were neither clear nor successful, since a commission, set up 
by a decree of the Holy Synod of St Petersburg on 13 December 1892, deter¬ 
mined the following year that the doctrine of the procession from the Fa¬ 
ther alone was a matter of dogma. 

V.V. Bolotov, however, was not happy with this, so he composed 23 theses 
and had them published in German. For him, the dogma was that the Spirit 
proceeds from the Father, that it was only the opinions of theologians that 
were expressed, whether in the Latin formula ‘from both’ or in the Greek 
formula ‘from the Father through the Son,’ and that the formula intro¬ 
duced by Photius, ‘from the Father alone/ was radically different from the 
teaching of the Fathers. 57 

Bishop Sergius went further, basing the dogma on the principle of mon¬ 
archy and affirming that it could be expressed either by Photius’s formula 
‘from the Father alone’ or by the Latin formula ‘from both.’ 58 

53 Ibid. 54-57. 

54 See Amann, ‘Photius,’ dtc xii (24) 1599-602. 

55 They are listed with brief notations in M.Jugie, Theologia dogmatica ckristian- 
orum orientalium abEcclesia catholica dissidentium 1, 402-640. 

56 Jugie, De processione Spiritus sancti 312-86. See especially the attempts to recon¬ 
cile the teaching of Photius With the traditional Greek formula, ex Patre per Fil¬ 
ium, ‘from the Father through the Son,’ pp. 320-26. There is a selection of the 
principal names in the more recent bibliography in Gordillo, Compendium 
theologiae orientalis 107-12. 

57 See V.V. Bolotov, ‘Thesen fiber das Filioquev on eihem russischen Theologen,’ 
Revue intemationale de theologie 6 (1.898) 681-712. 

58 There is a French translation [of Bishop Sergius's article, titled ‘Qu’est-ce qui 
nous separe des anciens-catholiques’] in Revue intemationale de theohgie 12/1 
(1904) 159-90. 
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Quae tamen sententiae, cum doctrinam cc. oecumenicis definitam ad Iib- 
eram opinionem theologicam reducant, a catholico acceptari non possunt, 
neque multum apud Orientales influunt. 59 

Praenotamen ad argumentum ex scripturis 

1 Quam verbi Dei vel scripti vel traditi augmentum atque crescen tern intelligentiam, 
scientiam, sapientiam laudavitc. Vaticanum (DB1800), in primis ea respicit quae sub 
ductu Spiritus veritatis infallibiliter et irreformabiliter ecclesia definivit. Quod sane 
augmentum in antecedentibus thesibus vidimus, quemadmodum consubstantialitas 
Filii intellecta ad intelligendam consubstantialitatem Spiritus sancti conduxerit, 
quemadmodum utraque in systematicam quandam doctrinae trinitariae ordinatio- 
nem resultant. Sed illud iam animadvertendum est, hunc processum esse cumulati- 
vum ut, scilicet, semel adepta intelligentia infallibiliter determinata subsequentes 
illuminet quaestiones earumque solutionem dirigat. Quam ob causam, uti commu- 
niter traditur, secundum analogiam fidei (Rom 12.6; DB 2146, DS 3546) scripturas in- 
telligi oportet; quinimo ad ipsam hanc fidei analogiam quodammodo reducitur 
discrimen inter humanam mereque historicam librorum sacrorum interpreta- 
tionem et, alia ex parte, catholicam atque theologicam exegesin. 60 


2 Quare, cum quartum iam faciamus gressum ut cumulativam hanc divinae reve- 
lationis intelligentiam eamque definitam perspiciamus, haud inutile erit ea capita 
recolere quae iam determinata quasi principia ulterioris determinat'ionis praebent. 
Quae quidem in unum collecta atque redacta ad unum hoc effatum ducuntur: Ubi 
alia de aliis divinis personis vere dicuntur, secundum proprietates dicuntur, et quidem vel (1) 
secundum sdam proprietatem, uti patemitas, filiatio, vd (2) secundum proprietatem simul 
cum essentia, uti generans, genitus, vel (3) secundum proprietatem simul cum essentia et effec¬ 
ts, ad extra producto, uti mittens, missus. 

Nam quod vere dicitur, secundum rem dicitur; veritas enim est adaequatio intel- 
lectus et rei. 


These opinions, however, since they reduce doctrine defined in ecumen¬ 
ical councils to free theological opinion, cannot be accepted by a Gatholic, 
nor do they have much influence among the Orientals. 59 

Preliminary note on the argument from scripture 

1 That increasing and developing understanding, knowledge, and wisdom 
regarding the word of God in scripture and tradition mentioned by Vatican 
1 (dn 1800, ds 3020, nd 136) refers primarily to what the church under the 
guidance of the Spirit of truth has infallibly and irreformably defined. In 
the previous theses we have certainly seen the proof of this, how the under¬ 
standing of the consubstantiality of the Son led to understanding the con- 
substantiality of the Holy Spirit, and how both have resulted in a systematic 
ordering of the doctrine of the Trinity. But it must be noted that this pro¬ 
cess is cumulative, that is to say, that once an infallibly determined under¬ 
standing has been acquired, it throws light upon subsequent questions and 
leads to their solution. For this reason, the scriptures, by common tradition, 
must be understood according to the analogy of faith (Romans 12.6; db 
2146, ds 3546, nd 143/9). Indeed, both the distinction between the human 
and merely historical interpretation of the sacred books and, on the other 
hand, Catholic theological exegesis are, in a way, reduced to this very anal¬ 
ogy of faith. 60 

2 Since, therefore, we are now taking the fourth step towards grasping 
this cumulative and definitive understanding of divine revelation, it will be 
quite useful to go back over those points which, being already determined, 
stand as starting points for making further determinations. These points 
gathered together and drawn up are summarized in this one statement: 
when different things are predicated of different divine persons, they are predicated on 
the basis of their personal properties, and indeed either (1) on the basis of their prop¬ 
erty alone, such as paternity or filiation, or (2) on the basis of the property together 
with the essence, such as begetting or begotten, or (3) on the basis of their property to¬ 
gether with the essence and the effect produced extrinsically, such as sending or sent. 

What is predicated truly is predicated on the basis of reality, for truth is 
the correspondence between the intellect and a thing. 

5g See Gordillo, Compendium theologiae orientalis 110-12, where there is a bibliog¬ 
raphy at the end and on p. 112. 

60 Pius xii, Humani generis. ‘... even what is termed positive theology cannot be 
put on a level with purely historical knowledge.’ db 2314, ds 3886, ND 859. 
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Ubi aliud de alio vere dicitur, secundum aliam et aliam rem dicitur; eadem enim 
res nisi eandem praedicationem non facit veram. 

lam vero aliud de alia persona divina non vere dicitur secundum divinam essen- 
tiam, secundum divinam omnipotentiam, vel secundum divinam operationem. Una 
enim est trium essentia; una eademque est trium omnipotentia; una eademque est 
trium operatio ad extra. 61 Non enim Pater habet propriam suam omnipotentiam ut 
possit facere quod simul Filius qua Deus non faciat (Io 5.19) neque Filius qua Deus 
propriam habet omnipotentiam ut possit facere quod Pater non eo ipso faceret; et 
pariter de Spiritu sancto ratiocinandum est. 

Quibus perspectis, necessario concluditur, ubi aliud de alia divina persona vere 
dicitur, ad proprietates recurrendum esse, et quidem pro diversitate locutionis et 
sensus, vel ad solam proprietatem vel ad proprietatem cum essentia coniunctam, vel 
ad proprietatem et cum essentia coniunctam et effectum externum respicientem. 

Ita si alia persona dicitur paternitatem habere, alia autem filiationem, opposita 
dicuntur et ideo ad proprietates recurrendum est; neque in casu plus quam propri¬ 
etates requiruntur eaeque quasi in abstracto consideratae. 

Si alia persona dicitur Pater et alia Filius, iterum ad proprietates recurrendum 
est, ita tamen ut cointelligatur ipsa divina essentia. 

Si alia persona dicitur generans et alia genita, in recto quidem respicitur divina 
essentia, secundum quod Deus ex Deo esse dicitur (DB 54); Pater enim secundum 
suam naturam est generans; et Filius in divinam naturam genitus est; sed intelligi 
non potest divina essentia cum abstractione a proprietadbus, secus differentia inter 
generantem et genitum tolleretur. 

Si alia persona dicitur mittens et alia missa, tunc tria simul sunt consideranda; qui 
enim mittitur in terminum quendam mittitur, qui quidem est effectus quidam crea¬ 
ms; ubi habetur missio, habetur mittendi potentia, quae quidem divina essenda est, 
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When something is predicated truly of one thing and something else is 
predicated truly of another thing, they are predicated according to differ¬ 
ent realities; for each thing verifies only the predication corresponding to 
it. 

Now, different things are not predicated truly of different divine persons 
with respect to the divine essence or with respect to divine omnipotence or 
with respect to divine operation. For the Three have one essence, the Three 
have one and the same omnipotence, and the Three have one and the same 
extrinsic operation. 61 For the Father does not have his proper omnipo¬ 
tence such that he can do what the Son as God does not do at the same time 
(John 5.19); nor does the Son as God have his proper omnipotence such 
that he can do what the Father does not do by that very fact; and the same 
reasoning holds concerning the Holy Spirit. 

The necessary conclusion from this is that, when different things are 
predicated of different divine persons, one must have recourse to the prop¬ 
erties and, according to the diversity of expression and meaning, either to 
the property alone or to the property jointly with the essence, or to the 
property jointly with the essence and with respect to the extrinsic effect. 

Thus, if one person is said to have paternity and another filiation, oppo¬ 
sites are expressed and therefore one must have recourse to the properties. 
And in this case nothing more than properties are required, considered, as 
it were, in the abstract. 

If one person is called Father and another is called Son, again one must 
have recourse to the properties, understanding, however, the divine es¬ 
sence conjointly with them. 

If one person is said to be the begetter and another the begotten, the di¬ 
vine essence is directly referred to, according to the affirmation that God is 
from God (db 54, ds 125, nd 7). For the Father is the begetter by reason of 
his divine nature, and the Son receives the divine nature through being be¬ 
gotten; but the divine essence cannot be understood in abstraction from 
the properties, for otherwise there would be no difference between the be¬ 
getter and the begotten. 

If one person is said to be the sender and another the one sent, then 
three things must be considered together. For the one who is sent is sent for 
a certain objective, which in fact is some created effect. Where there is a 

61 DB 77, DS 171, ND 306/19; DB 78, DS 172, ND 306/20; DB 254, DS 501, ND 627/ 
l; DB 281, DS 531, ND 315; DB 284, DS 535, ND 63O; DB 421, DS 790, ND 4O3; DB 
428, DS 800, ND 19; DB 703, DS 133O, ND 325; DB 2290, DS 3814, ND 1996. 
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cum mittat vel mittatur divina persona; ubi habentur et mittens et missus, ad pro- If 

prietates recurrendum est, si quidem aliud de alia divina persona dici non potest vel if 

secundum divinam essentiam vel secundum effectum ad extra productum. 'ft 


Argumentum ex scripturis 

A Ex lo 16.12-15 

1 Quis sit ‘Spiritus veritatis,’ de quo in 16.13. 

Est Spiritus sanctus. Nam in 14.16 s. et in 15.26 Paraclitus dicitur Spiritus 
veritatis; in 14.26 Paraclitus dicitur Spiritus sanctus. Iam vero Paraclitus 
dabitur (14.16), mittetur et docebit vos omnia (14.26), mittetur et testimo¬ 
nium perhibebit de me (15.26), mittetur (16.7); ad quern ultimum locum 
remittit demonstrativum ‘ille’ (16.13), qui docebit vos omnem veritatem. 

2 Utrum ipse Spiritus sanctus ab alio dependeat. 

Non ergo quaeritur utrum doctrina, quam discipuli sunt accepturi, ab 
alio dependeat; sed utrum ipse Spiritus sanctus ab alio dependere dicatur. 

Quod omnino affirmandum est; nam in 16.13 asseritur dependentia turn 
negative ‘non enim loquetur a semetipso’ turn positive ‘quaecumque audi- 
et loquetur’; quae quidem dependentiam manifestant non tantum in doct¬ 
rina a discipulis recipienda sed directe in ipso Spiritu docente. 

Neve miraris talem dependentiam affirmari, si quidem Filius non potest 
facere quidquam a se ipso (5*19,30) et, quamvis vitam in semetipso habeat, 
non tamen earn habet nisi datam a Patre (5.26). 

3 Quid sit illud ‘meum’ de quo accipit Spiritus, Io 16.14,15. 

Primo, illud ‘meum’ est Filii, nam Filius loquitur. Deinde, illud ‘meum’ 
etiam est Patris, nam ubi Filius ad Patrem loquitur dicit: *... omnia mea tua 
sunt et tua mea sunt,’ 17.10; et hoc in loco affirmat ‘Omnia quaecumque 
habet Pater, mea sunt,’ 16.15. Neque aliud alibi significatur cum dicitur, 
10.30: ‘Ego et Pater unum sumus’; vel 10.38: ‘... Pater in me est et ego in 
Patre’; vel 14.9: ‘... qui videt me, videt et Patrem’; vel 14.10: ‘Pater autem in 
me manens, ipse facit opera.’ 

Praeterea, hoc commune Patris et Filii inquantum Filii est significatur 
per ‘meum’ non solum secundum interpretationem possibilem sed etiam 
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sending, there is the power to send, and this is the divine essence, since it is 
a divine person who is sending and being sent; where there are a sender 
and one who is sent, one must have recourse to the properties, since differ¬ 
ent things cannot be said of different persons either according to the divine 
essence or according to the extrinsically produced effect. 

Argument from, scripture 

A From John 16.12-15 

1 Who is the ‘Spirit of truth’ mentioned in John 16.13? 

It is the Holy Spirit. For in 14.16-17 and in 15 26 the Paraclete is called 
the Spirit of truth; in 14.26 the Paraclete is called the Holy Spirit. Now, the 
Paraclete will be given (14.16), will be sent and will teach you all things 
(14.26), will be sent and will give testimony about me (15.26), will be sent 
(16.7); the demonstrative personal pronoun ‘he’ (16.13), who will teach 
you all truth, refers to this last passage. 

2 Does the Holy Spirit himself depend upon another? 

The question is not whether the teaching that the disciples are to receive 
depends upon another, but whether the Holy Spirit himself is said to de¬ 
pend upon another. 

This must by all means be affirmed, for in 16.13 there is asserted a depen¬ 
dence that is both negative (‘he will not speak on his own’) and positive 
(‘whatever he hears he will speak’). These statements clearly express the de¬ 
pendence not only of the teaching to be received by the disciples but also 
and direcdy of the Spirit himself as teacher. 

There is no cause for wonder at such dependence, since the Son can do 
nothing on his own (5.19, 3d) and, although he has life in himself, still he 
has it only as given by the Father (5.26). 

3 What is that ‘mine’ from which the Spirit will receive (John i 6 .l' 4 > 15 )? 

First, that ‘mine’ is the Son’s, for it is the Son who is speaking. Next, that 

‘mine’ is also the Father’s, for the Son in speaking to the Father says, ‘... all 
mine are yours and yours are mine’ (17.10); and in the present passage he 
states, ‘All that the Father has are mine’ (16.15). Nor is there any different 
meaning found elsewhere: for ‘The Father and I are one’ (10.30), or ‘... the 
Father is in me and l in the Father’ (10.38), or ‘... who sees me sees the Fa¬ 
ther also’ (14.9), or ‘The Father who dwells in me does his works’ (14.10). 

Moreover, this common possession of the Father and of the Son as Son is 
signified by ‘mine’ not only according to a possible interpretation but also 
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secundum interpretationem ipsius evangelistae et Christi. Nam ponitur: 
‘Propterea dixi Quid dixerat? ‘Quia de meo accipiet.’ Propter quid 
dixerat? ‘Omnia quaecumque habet Pater mea sunt’ Io 16.15. 

4 A quo dependeat Spiritus veritatis. 

Dependet Spiritus veritatis inquantum a semetipso non loquetur et in¬ 
quantum quaecumque audiet loquetur. 

Quod sane alium supponit qui a semetipso loquitur et quern audiens 
Spiritus ipse quidem sed non a se loquitur. 

Qui alius utique Pater est, cuius est Spiritus (Mt 10.20), a quo procedit 
Spiritus (Io 15.26). Pater ergo qui in semetipso vitam habet (Io 5.26), etiam 
a semetipso loquitur et a Spiritu auditur. 

Sed hie alius non est solus Pater. Qui enim ab alio accipit quod alterius 
est, ab eo dependet. Sed Spiritus ‘de meo accipiet,’ 16.14,15, ubi quod Patri 
et Filio commune est, ‘raeum’ dicitur inquantum Filii est. Non enim dicitur 
Spiritus Patrem sed ‘me’ clarificare quia de meo accipiet, 16.14; et ideo 
(‘Propterea dixi’) dicitur ‘quia de meo accipiet,’ quia ‘omnia quaecumque 
habet Pater, mea sunt,’ 16.15. 

5 Quibus positis, quaeritur quaenam sit haec realis dependentia Spiritus 
sancti a Patre et Filio. 62 

Et in primis dici non potest ideo Spiritum sanctum audire, accipere, de- 
pendere, quia aliquid accidental ei adveniat. Nam Spiritus sanctus est 
Deus; Deus autem simplex et immutabilis esq qui vero simplex est, substan¬ 
tia et accidentibus non componitur; qui autem immutabilis esq ei non ad- 
venit quod an tea ei deerat. 

Neque did potest ideo Spiritum sanctum audire, accipere, dependere, 
quia Deus est. Sequeretur enim Patrem, qui pariter Deus sit, pariter etiam 
audire, accipere, dependere. Quod nullatenus admitti potest cum Pater sit 
principium absolute primum et omnibus prorsus modis independens. 

Relinquitur ergo ut ideo Spiritus sanctus audiat, accipiat, dependeat, 
quia ipsam suam divinitatem ab alio accipiat. Quae quidem acceptio nihil 
est aliud quam aeterna Spiritus sancti processio. 

Proinde, cum Spiritus sanctus non a solo Patre sed pariter a Filio audiat, 
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according to the interpretation of the evangelist himself and of Christ. For 
the statement is made, ‘For this reason I said ...’ What did he say? He said, 

that he [the Holy Spirit] will take from what is mine.’ Why did he say 
that? ‘All that the Father has is mine’ (16.15). 

4 Upon whom does the Spirit of truth depend? 

The Spirit of truth is dependent because he does not speak on his own 
and because he will speak whatever he hears. 

This surely supposes another who does speak on his own and upon hear¬ 
ing whom the Spirit himself speaks but not on his own. 

This other person is the Father, to whom the Spirit belongs (Matthew 
10.20) and from whom the Spirit proceeds (John 15.26). The Father, there¬ 
fore, who has life in himself (John 5.26), also speaks on his own and is 
heard by the Spirit. 

But this other person is not only the Father. For one who receives from 
another what belongs to that other depends upon him. But the Spirit ‘will 
receive from me’ (16.14-15), where that which is common to Father and 
Son is spoken of as belonging to the Son, ‘mine.’ For the Spirit is not said to 
glorify the Father but ‘me,’ because he will take from what is mine (16.14); 
and therefore (‘For this reason I said’) the words are ‘that he will take from 
what is mine’ because ‘all that the Father has are mine’ (16.15) • 

5 Having established these points, we ask what is this real dependence of 
the Holy Spirit upon the Father and the Son. 62 

First of all, it cannot be said that the Holy Spirit hears, receives, and de¬ 
pends because something accidental comes to him. For the Holy Spirit is 
God; but God is simple and immutable. But one who is simple is not com¬ 
posed of substance and accidents, and to one who is immutable nothing 
comes that he did not have before. 

Nor can it be said that the Holy Spirit hears, receives, and depends be¬ 
cause he is God. For then it would follow that the Father, who is equally 
God, equally hears, receives, depends. This cannot be admitted, because 
the Father is the absolutely first principle and independent in every way 
whatsoever. 

It remains, then, that the Holy Spirit hears, receives, and depends be¬ 
cause he receives his divinity itself from another. This reception is nothing 
other than the eternal procession of the Holy Spirit. 

Further, since the Holy Spirit hears from, receives from, and depends 


62 [Section 5 was much shorter in the 1961 edition. See below, p. 707.] 
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accipiat, dependeat, sequitur Spiritum sanctum non a solo Patre sed pariter 
a Filio procedere. 

Unde et intelligitur quod apud Ioannem legitur: ‘Omnia quaecumque 
habet Pater, mea sunt Propterea dixi: Quia de meo accipiet et annuntiabit 
vobis’ (16.15). Quamvis enim ‘omnia’ intelligi possit de solis creaturis (Io 
1.3), nefas tamen esset dicere divinum et aeternum et immutabilem Spiri¬ 
tum de creaturis accipere. Relinquitur ergo ut ex divinis accipiat, ex eis 
nempe quae tarn Filii quam Patris sint 

6 Obicitur tamen Spiritum dependere non simpliciter sed secundum 
quid, scilicet quoad ea quae loquetur. 

Respondetur Spiritum sanctum esse Deum et ideo simplicem; qui autem 
simplex est non habet aliud et aliud, ut secundum quid dependere possit et 
secundum alia non dependeat; et ideo simplex aut nullo modo dependet 
aut totaliter dependet, nempe, secundum essentiam suam et esse suum sub- 
sistens, uti docet Florendnum, DB 69 i> DS 1300. 

7 Iterum obicitur in loco citato de missione temporali agi et non de pro- 
cessione aeterna. Omnia enim verba ponuntur in futuro: venerit, docebit, 
loquetur, audiet, annuntiabit, accipiet; et praeterea effectus de quo agitur 
est futurus, doctrina nempe quam discipuli de Spiritu addiscent. 

Respondetur in loco citato etiam agi de missione temporali sed non ex¬ 
clusive agi de tali missione et effectu. Nam uti supra vidimus, ponitur de- 
pendentia in ipso Spiritu docente, qui non loquetur a semetipso neque alia 
loquetur quam quae audierit. Si vere datur dependentia in Spiritu aeterno 
atque immutabili, in eo datur dependentia aeterna. 

8 Tertio obicitur quod agitur de ordine effectuum ad extra, ut scilicet 
doctrina quae primo a Christo revelata est deinde eadem a Spiritu doceatur 
et suggeratur. 

Respondetur quod sane habetur ordo in effectibus externis, sed etiam 
agnoscendus est ordo in personis aetemis, si quidem vere dependet ipse 
Spiritus. 

9 Quarto obicitur cum Photio quod ‘de meo’ significat acceptionem ‘de 
meo Patre.’ 63 
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upon not only.the Father but also the Son, it follows that the Holy Spirit 
proceeds not only from the Father but also from the Son. 

From this we understand the words of John’s Gospel: ‘All that the Father 
has is mine. For this reason I said that he will take from what is mine and 
will declare it to you’ (16.15). For although ‘all’ can be understood to refer 
only to creatures (John .1.3), still it would be impious to say that the divine 
and eternal and immutable Spirit receives from creatures. Therefore we 
conclude that he receives from what is divine, namely from what belongs to 
the Son as well as to the Father. 

6 Still, an objection is made that the Spirit’s dependence is not absolute, 
but qualified - specific, that is, to what he is to s.ay. 

To this we reply that the Holy Spirit is God and therefore is simple. But 
one that is simple does not possess this and that, so that in one respect he 
could be dependent and in another respect be independent. And there¬ 
fore, as simple, he is either in no way dependent or else is totally depen¬ 
dent, that is, with respect to his essence and his subsistent existence, as the 
Council of Florence teaches (db 691, ds 1300, nd 322). 

7 A second objection is that the passage in question refers to the tempo¬ 
ral mission and not to the eternal procession. For all the words are in the fu¬ 
ture tense: he will come, he will teach, he will speak, he will hear, he will 
declare, he will receive; and besides that, the effect referred to is future, 
namely, the teaching that the disciples will learn from the Spirit. 

We reply that this passage also refers to the temporal mission, but it does 
not exclusively refer to this mission and its effect. For, as we have seen 
above, there is dependence in the Spirit as teacher, who will not speak on 
his own nor will he speak about things other than what he has heard. If 
there truly is dependence in the eternal and immutable Spirit, then his de¬ 
pendence is eternal. 

8 A third objection is that what this text refers to is the order of extrinsic 
effects, that is, that the teaching first revealed by Christ is subsequently 
taught and proposed by the Spirit. 

To this we reply that there is certainly an order in the extrinsic effects, 
but that the order among the eternal persons is also to be acknowledged, 
since the Spirit himself is truly dependent. 

9 A fourth objection is that of Photius, that ‘from what is mine’ means re¬ 
ceiving ‘from my Father.’ 63 

63 Photius, Mystagogia, 20-29; mc 102, 297-312. Seejugie, Deprocessione Spiritus 
, sancti 84-86. 
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Respondetur (1) Ioannem potuisse scribere ‘de meo Patre,’ quod tamen 
non fecit; (2) etiarasi scripsisset, non ideo probaretur doctrina Photii quae 
‘de solo Patre' vult; (3) sensum istius ‘de meo’ iam satis explicavimus secun¬ 
dum textum et contextual; (4) uti postea videbimus, Patres Graeci cum 
data interpretatione nostra concordare; (5) vel ipsi Orientales dissidentes 
inde a Nieephoro Blemmida (ob. 1272) communius hanc exegesin photi- 
anam derelinquunt. 64 

10 Quin to obicitur quod nisi metaphora quaedam esse non potest ilia au- 
ditio seu acceptio.secundum quam dependet Spiritus. 

Respondetur multipliciter in NT did ‘audire’: (1) ut surditati opponatur, 
‘surdos fecit audire,’ Me 7.37; Mt 11.5; (2) ut aliud sit audire et aliud facere, 
Mt 7.24,26; Lc 6.47,49; 8.21; vel aliud audire et aliud vel custodire, Lc 11.28; 
Io 12.47, vel credere, Io 5.24; (3) ut simul sit audire et non audire, ‘audi- 
entes non audient,’ Mt 13.13-17; cf. 1319. 20, 23; (4) ut audire etiam facere 
includat, uti ‘Hie est Filius meus ... ipsum audite,’ Mt 17.5; Me 9.7; Lc 9.35; 
‘qui vos audit, me audit,’ Lc 10.16; audire Moysin et prophetas, Lc 16.29, 3 1 - 

Apud Ioannem ulterius premitur sensus mysteriosus (3) et plenior (4): 
ita 3.8: Spiritus ubi vult spirat, et vocem eius audis ...; 6.45: Omnis qui audi- 
vit a Patre et didicit, venit ad me; 8, 43: ... non potestis verba mea audire. 
Vos ex patre diabolo estis ...; 8.47: Qui ex Deo est, verba mea audit. Prop- 
terea vos non auditis, quia ex Deo non estis; 10.3, 8, 27: de ovibus audienti- 
bus; 18.37: omnis qui est ex veritate, audit vocem meam. 

Iam vero ubi Spiritus veritatis audire dicitur (Io 16.13), ibi de auditione 
agitur non auriculari sed spirituali, de ilia scilicet quae non contra faction- 
em, custodiam, intelligentiam distinguitur sed haec includit, imo quae in iis 
solis invenitur qui ex Deo sunt (Io 8.47) et ex veritate sunt (Io 18.37). Nam 
Spiritus qui ex Deo est (l Cor 2.12) et Spiritus veritatis (Io 14.16 s.; 15.26; 
16.13), qui omnem docet veritatem (Io 16.13; cf. 14 26), sane ex veritate est. 

Quod cum reliquo evangelio concordat. Ubi enim est qui a semetipso 
non loquitur sed alium audit, ibi etiam est qui a semetipso loquitur et ab 
alio auditur. Praeterea, inter loquentem et audientem intercedit Iocutio, 


We answer (1) that John could have written ‘from my Father’ but didn’t; 
(2) even had he written it, that would not prove Photius’s doctrine about 
‘from the Father alone’; (3) we have already sufficiently explained the 
meaning of‘from what is mine' according to the text and context; (4) as we 
shall see later, Greek Fathers agree with the interpretation we have given; 
and (5) the dissident Orientals themselves beginning with Nicephorus 
Blemmida (ob. 1272) more commonly abandon the Photian exegesis. 64 

10 A fifth objection is that this hearing and receiving by reason of which 
the Spirit is dependent can be nothing but a metaphor. 

We reply that in the New Testament the word ‘hear’ occurs many times: 
(l) as opposed to deafness, ‘he made the deaf hear,’ Mark 7.37, Matthew 
11 . 5 ; (2) that hearing is one thing and doing is another, Matthew 7.24, 26; 
Luke 6.47, 49, 8.21; or that hearing is one thing and obeying, Luke 11.28, 
John 12.47, or believing, John 5.24, is another; (3) hearing and not hearing 
at the same time,‘hearing they do not listen,’ Matthew 13.13-17; see 1319- 
20, 23; (4) to hear also includes doing, as in, ‘This is my Son ... hear him,’ 
Matthew 17.5, Mark 9.7, Luke 9.35; ‘who hears you hears me,’ Luke 10.16; 
listening to Moses and the prophets, Luke 16.29, Si- 

In John’s Gospel there is a further stress on the mysterious sense (3, 
above) and fuller sense (4): thus, ‘the Spirit blows where he wills, and you 
hear his voice,’ 3.8; ‘Everyone who has heard and learned from the Father 
comes to me,’ 6.45; ‘... you cannot hear my words. Your father is the devil,’ 
8.43; ‘Whoever is from God hears my words. That is why you do not hear, 
because you are not from God,’ 8.47; about sheep that hear, 10.3, 8, 27; ‘Ev¬ 
eryone who belongs to the truth hears my voice,’ 18.37. 

Now, where the Spirit of truth is said to hear (John 16.13), it is not a mat¬ 
ter of hearing with the ears but hearing spiritually, that is to say, hearing 
that is not contradistinguished against doing, obeying, or understanding, 
but includes these, the sort of hearing, in fact, that is found solely in those 
who are from God ( 8 . 47 ) and belong to the truth (18.37). For the Spirit 
who is from God (1 Corinthians 2.12) and is the Spirit of truth (John 14.lb- 
17, 15.26, 16.13), who teaches all truth (John 16.13; see 1 4-26), is surely 
from the truth. 

This accords with the rest of the gospel. For where there is one who does 
not speak on his own but listens to another, there is also one who speaks on 
his own and is heard by the other. Besides, between the speaker and the 

64 Ibid. 85-86. 
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quae utique est Verbum apud Deum, Deus (Id 1.1), veritatis plenum (lo 
1.14), unigenitusFilius (lo 1.18), veritas (lo 14.6; 17 -V 7 )- Quiexhac veritate 
est, Spiritus veritatis est (lo 14.16 s.; 15.26; 16.13). Qui ex Patre veritatem di- 
cente est, Spiritus Patris est (Mt 10.20). Qui ex Verbo vero est, Spiritus Filii 
est (Gal 4.6) et Spiritus Christi (Rom 8.9). Qui divinae veritatis est auditor 
perfectus, sanctus est; et qui spiritualiter loquentem audit spiritualiter, Spir¬ 
itus est. Ex utroque ergo, ex Patre dicente et Verbo dicto, tamquam ab uno 
principio procedit Spiritus sanctus veritatis, Spiritus Patris et Filii, et qui no¬ 
bis mittitur et datur Paraclitus. 


Quibus perspectis, sat obvia videtur obiectionis solutio. Si enim nullum 
aliud ‘audire’ cogitas nisi quod in auribus fit et surditati opponitur, sane 
Spiritus metaphorice audire dicitur. Si autem scripturas vel parum legis 
et alios profundioresque sensus per verbum, audire, significari perspicis, 
minime constat nullam prorsus esse similitudinem inter Spiritum qui au¬ 
dire dicitur et fideles qui in Spiritu Dei audiunt Verbum Dei. Qualis autem 
sit haec similitudo seu analogia, postea considerabitur ubi de mysterio SS. 
Trinitatis et de analogia dicta psychologica agetur. 

11 Sexto obicitur quod, si Spiritus sanctus a Filio procedere dicitur, sequi- 
tur eum a duobus esse principiis. 

Respondetur aliud esse a duobus procedere, et aliud a duobus principiis 
procedere; sequitur quidem Spiritum a duobus, a Patre nempe et Filio, pro¬ 
cedere; minime vero sequitur eundem a duobus principiis procedere. 
Quod enim principium est Pater, idem et non aliud est Filius, turn secun¬ 
dum lo 16.15, turn secundum c. Florentinum, db 691. DS 1300. 

Instas tamen suppositum esse principium quod; Patrem et Filium esse 
duo supposita; ergo Patrem et Filium esse duo principia quae. 

Respondetur Patrem et Filium, quamvis duo sint ut supposita, non ideo 
duo esse ut principia. Nam duo Sunt ut supposita propter relationes oppo- 
sitas paternitatis et filiationis. Sed non ideo sunt duo actus puri et infiniti, 
neque multiplicantur principia nisi multiplicantur actus quibus principia- 
tur. 

12 Septimo 65 obicitur nos longe a mente S. Ioannis aberrasse, si quidem 
nemo in re biblica et hodierna peritus talia proponeret qualia conclusimus. 
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hearer there is the utterance, which of course is the Word with God, God 
(John 1.1), full of truth (1.14), the only-begotten Son (1.18), truth (14.6, 
17.17). The one who is from this truth is the Spirit of truth (John 14.16-17, 
15.26,16.13). The one who is from the Father speaking the truth is the Spir¬ 
it of the Father (Matthew 10.20). The one who is from the true Word is the 
Spirit of the Son (Galatians 4.6), the Spirit of Christ (Romans 8.9) . The one 
who is the perfect hearer of divine truth is holy; and the one who spiritually 
hears the one speaking spiritually is the Spirit. From, both, therefore, from 
the Father speaking and the Word spoken, there proceeds, as from a single 
principle, the Holy Spirit of truth, the Spirit of the Father and the Son, the 
Paraclete sent and given to us. 

From all of this the solution to the objection seems quite obvious. For if 
you can think of no other ‘hearing’ except what takes place in your ear and 
is the opposite of deafness, then of course the Spirit is metaphorically said 
to hear. But if you read even a bit of scripture and see that other and deeper 
meanings are signified by the word ‘hear,’ it is by no means evident that 
there is no similarity whatever between the Spirit who is said to hear and the 
faithful who hear the Word of God in the Spirit of God. The nature of this 
similarity or analogy will be considered later when we discuss the mystery of 
the Holy Trinity and what is called the psychological analogy. 

11 A sixth objection is that if the Holy Spirit is said to proceed'from the 
Son, it follows that he is from two principles. 

Our answer is that to proceed from two is not the same as to proceed 
from two principles. While it does follow that the Spirit proceeds from two, 
the Father and the Son, it by no means follows that he proceeds from two 
principles. For the Son is the same and not a different principle from that 
which the Father is, both according to John 16.15 and according to the 
Council of Florence (db 691, ds 1300, nd 322). 

Still, the objection continues, a supposit is a principle-which; but the Fa¬ 
ther and the Son are two supposits; therefore the Father and the Son are 
two principles-which. 

We reply to this that although the Father and the Son are two as suppos¬ 
its, they are not therefore two as principles. For they are two as supposits be¬ 
cause of the opposite relations of paternity and filiation. But they are not 
thereby two pure and infinite acts, nor are principles multiplied unless the 
acts that ground the principles are multiple. 

12 A seventh objection 65 maintains that we have wandered far from the 

65 [This entire section 12 did not appear in the 1961 edition.] 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 



544 Pars Altera: Theses Quinque - Thesis 4 


Respondetur obicientem ea iterum legere debere quae superius turn in 
Introductione turn in Praemittendis de evolutione dogmatica explicata 
sint. Theologo enim biblico et theologo dogmatico non idem est finis, non 
idem est obiectum proprium, non eadem est methodus; quas ob causas, 
mirari non potest alia ab alio concludi. 

Quod magis particulariter dicendum est. Ubi enim biblicus ‘mentem’ S. 
loannis determinat, ab iis praescindit omnibus de quibus non constat ex 
ipso textu et contextu S. loannis. Quo ex contextu tripliciter recedit dog- 
maticus: primo modo, quatenus a caeteris scripturarum divitiis praescindit 
ut ad verbum Dei qua verum attendat; altero modo, quatenus multa vera in 
scripturis proposita per modum unius comprehendit; tertio modo, quate¬ 
nus hoc vero comprehensive et synthetico tamquam praemissa maiori uti- 
tur ut ulteriora ex scripturis concludat. 

Porro, ad primum modum pertinet prior pars huius argumenti (1-4), 
ubi Spiritum veritatis diximus eundem ac Spiritus sanctus, ubi conclusimus 
ipsum Spiritum sanctum dependere, ubi ‘raeum’ explicavimus illud esse 
quod Patri et Filio esset commune, ubi denique diximus Spiritum sanctum 
tarn a Filio quam a Patre audire, accipere, dependere. Quibus sane non a 
textu sed a contextu S. loannis receditur: non a textu, nam de ipso textu ag- 
itur; sed a contextu, cum minime constet S. loannem de suis scriptis urn- 
quam ita esse ratiocinatum. Sed idem quodammodo de theologo biblico 
dicendum est: ita enim ipsum textum consideratut eas tamen arte§ eamque 
eruditionem applicet quas suis scriptis applicare haud potuit S. Ioannes. 

Deinde, ad alterum modum pertinet quod thesibus prima, altera, et ter- 
tia fecimus, ubi scilicet ex multis et diversis processimus quae in scripturis 
de Patre, Filio, et Spiritu sancto dicta sunt, et eo pervenimus ut tres per¬ 
sonas divinas agnosceremus consubs tan dales, easque per proprietates 
dumtaxat relativas inter se distinctas. 

Denique, ad terdum modum perunet posterior argumenti pars (5), ubi 
ex missione temporali ad aeternam processionem transitum est. Non enim 
quaelibet missio processionem aeternam importat, sed eius tantummodo 
missio, auditio, acceptio, dependentia, qui mittend, loquend, danti, inde- 
pendenti consubstantialis est Deus. Quapropter, hac quarta thesi sicut prae- 
supponitur ita etiam continuatur ilia evolutio dogmadca quae ex NT per 
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mind of St John, since no modern expert in biblical studies would propose 
the sort of conclusions we have arrived at. 

In response we would say that the objector should read what we have ex¬ 
plained above both in the Introduction and in the Prolegomena on dog¬ 
matic development. For a biblical theologian and a dogmatic theologian 
have not the same aim, nor the same objective, nor the same method. 
Hence it is not remarkable that they arrive at different conclusions. 

In particular, when biblical scholars determine the ‘mind’ of St John, 
they prescind from all that is not verified from the text itself and the con¬ 
text of John. Dogmatic theologians leave aside this context in three ways: 
first, in prescinding from the other riches in the scriptures in order to focus 
on the word of God as true; second, in comprehending in a unified view the 
manifold truths found in the scriptures; and third, in using this compre¬ 
hensive synthetic truth as a major premise for drawing further conclusions 
from scripture. 

Thus, the first part of this argument (§§ 1-4) belongs to the first way, 
where we said that the Spirit of truth was the same as the Holy Spirit, where 
we concluded that the Holy Spirit was dependent, where we explained 
‘mine’ to be that which is common to the Father and the Son, and finally, 
where we said that' the Holy Spirit hears from, receives from, and depends 
upon the Son as well as the Father. In doing so we surely did not leave aside 
the text of John but rather the context: not the text, for it is the text itself 
that is under discussion, but the context, since it is not at all clear that St 
John ever reasoned in this way about his own writings. But the same must be 
said, in a way, about biblical theologians; for in studying the text of scrip¬ 
ture, they apply to it methods and erudition that St John could hardly have 
applied to his own writings. 

Again, to the second way belongs what we did in the first three theses, 
where we began from the many different statements in scripture concern¬ 
ing the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit to arrive at acknowledging 
three consubstantial divine persons, mutually distinct solely through their 
relative properties. 

Finally, the last part of the argument (§ 5) belongs to the third way, where 
we went from the temporal sending to the eternal procession. For not any 
sending imports an eternal procession, but only the sending, hearing, re¬ 
ceiving, and dependence of one who is God, consubstantial with the one 
who sends, speaks, gives, and is independent. In this fourth thesis, then, the 
dogmatic development that runs from the New Testament through the 
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scriptores christianos et antenicaenos ad cc. Nicaenum et Constantinopoli- 
tanum I decurrit. 

B Ex missione Spiritus a Filio 

1 Ipsum factum explicite docetur. lo 15.26: quem ego mittam vobis a 
Patre.’Io 16.7: *... mittam eum ad vos.’ 

2 Momentum facti colligitur ex Integra doctrina NT de missione, quae in 
delegatione muneris et collation e potestatis consistit 66 Rem brevissime 
habes in verbo: ‘Sicut misit me Pater, ego mitto vos’ (Io 20.21). 

3 Quare omnino distingues loca (1) ubi Filius Spiritum mittere dicitur et 
(2) ubi Filius tantummodo rogat ut Pater mittat (Io 14.16) vel a Patre prom- 
i$sionem accipit (Act 2.33). Haec enim nullatenus probant dependentiam 
Spiritus a Filio; ilia autem probativa sunt. 

Si enim vere et realiter dicitur turn Filius mittere turn Spiritus mitti, poni- 
tur vera et realis dependentia a Filio in Spiritu; quae quidem dependentia 
in persona divina, aeterna, immutabili, nihil aliud esse potest nisi origo ip- 
sius Spiritus ex Filio. 

4 Obicitur missionem nihil aliud dicere nisi effectum fmitum in tempore 
productum. 

Respondetur missionem eiusmodi effectum dicere, etiam cone., tantum, 
neg. Uti enim patet, non tantum de effectibus agitur sed etiam de distinc- 
tione personarum ubi Pater non mitti sed mittere dicitur, ubi Filius a Patre 
mitti et Spiritum mittere dicitur, ubi Spiritus denique turn a Patre turn a Fil¬ 
io mitti dicitur. Iam vero ubi de distinctione personarum agitur, etiam de 
proprietatibus personalibus agitur, nam nisi per proprietates personae non 
distinguuntur. Et ubi de proprietatibus agitur, etiam de processionibus 
agitur, nam proprietates sunt relativae, uti supra thesi 3a habitum est. 

5 Obicitur missionem nihil reale in divinis ponere. 

Respondetur realia ex veris cognosci; verum esse Filium mittere et Spiri¬ 
tum mitti; quod verum duo importat, (1) ordinem effectus finiti ad person¬ 
am missam, et (2) ordinem personae missae ad personam mittentem. Iam 
vero hie ordo personae ad personam dupliciter considerari potest: uno mo¬ 


an te-Nicene Christian writers to the Councils of Nicea and Constantinople 
1 is not only presupposed but also further elucidated. 

B From the sending of the Spirit by the Son 

1 The fact itself is explicitly taught. John 15.26: ‘... whom I will send to you 
from the Father.’John 16.7: ‘... I will send him to you.’ 

2 The importance of this fact can be gathered from the whole of the New 
Testament teaching on mission, which consists in assigning the task and 
conferring authority. 66 The matter is stated briefly in the words, ‘As the Fa¬ 
ther has sent me, so I send you’ (John 20.21). 

3 Hence one must by all means distinguish between the passages (1) 
where the Son is said to send the Spirit and (2) where the Son only asks the 
Father to send the Spirit (John 14.16) or receives from the Father the 
promise [of the Spirit] (Acts 2.33). These latter texts do not at all prove de¬ 
pendence of the Spirit on the Son, whereas the former are probative. 

For if it is really and truly said both that the Son sends and the Spirit is 
sent, there is posited in the Spirit a real and true dependence on the Son. 
This dependence in a divine, eternal, and immutable person can be none 
other than the origin of the Spirit from the Son. 

4 There is an objection that mission means nothing else than a finite ef¬ 
fect produced in time. 

We grant that mission also means that sort of effect but deny that it means 
only that. Obviously, there is not only the question of the temporal effects, 
but also of the distinction of persons when the Father is said not to be sent 
but to send, when the Son is said to be sent by the Father and to send the 
Spirit, and when the Spirit is said to be sent by both the Father and the Son. 
Now when the distinction of persons is at issue, their personal properties 
are also involved, for it is only through their properties that the persons are 
distinguished. And when the properties are involved, the processions are 
also involved, for the properties are relative, as we said in thesis 3. 

5 It is also objected that mission posits nothing real in God. 

Our answer is that the real is known from the true; and that the Son sends 
and the Spirit is sent is true. This truth implies two things, (1) the order of 
a finite effect to the person sent, and (2) the order of the person sent to the 
person sending. Now this order of one person to another can be consid- 

66 For a collection of relevant texts, see Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics 
446-53- 
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do, sine effectu fmito connotato: alio modo, cum effectu.fmito connotato; 
si primo modo consideratur habetur non missio sed processio aeterna; si al- 
tero modo consideratur habentur turn processio aeterna turn missio. 

Ad obiectionem ergo concedimus non ideo haberi processionem aeter- 
nam quia habetur effectus finitus, sed negamus processionem aeternam 
non rite missionem dici ubi accedit realis effectus finitus. 67 

6 Obicitur hanc doctrinam ad impossibilia conducere. Nam ex Is 48.16 et 
Is 61.1 (cf. Lc 4.18) constat Spiritum mittere etFilium mitti; unde sequere- 
tur Filium e Spiritu procedere. 

Respondetur negando paritatem. Filius enim et Deus et homo est. Quod 
si Filius dependere probatur, non statim constat Filium ut Deum depen- 
dere; quod si non constat minime probatur Filii processio aeterna a Spiri¬ 
tu. 68 

7 Saltern magis explicite in NT agnoscitur aeterna processio Spiritus a 
Patre quam a Filio. 

Sufficit quod vere docetur etsi implicite Spiritum a Filio procedere. Cae- 
terum, minime exaggeranda est differentia. Communiter quidem explicita 
agnitio aeternae processionis Spiritus a Patre in lo 15.26 admittitur. At M. 
Jugie ibi non invenit nisi implicitam, turn quia etotopeueoBat magis mission¬ 
em quam proc'essionem significat turn quia praepositio non ek sed rcapa 
usurpatur; nec paucas auctoritates in suum favorem collegit. 69 


68 M. Jugie {Deprocessione, pp. 63-65) notat: Is 48.16 directe significare mis¬ 
sionem non Christi sed prophetae Isaiae; Lc 4.18 sequi versionem LXX ubi tex- 
tus hebraicus (Is 61.1) dicit Spiritum Domini esse super me sed ipsum 
Dominum unxisse et misisse me; ubi tamen non pauci Patres haec loca de 
missione Filii a Spiritu sancto interpretati sunt. Duplex distinguenda esse 
videtur evolutio: (1) in NT notio ‘missionis’ sensum tcchnicum acquirit eum- 
que trinitarium qui in VT et in citationibus ex VT adesse haud probatur; (2) 
haec in NT notio technica magis explicite secundum implicationes ontologi- 
cas in posteriori theologia concipitur, unde legitime S. Thomas duos sensus 
distinguit, Sum tkeol., I, q. 43 . a. 8. Cf. DeDeo Trino, Pars systematica, p. 224 - 
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ered in two ways: first, without connoting a finite effect, and second, with 
this connotation. Considered in the first way, there is no mission but only 
the eternal procession; considered in the second way, there is both the eter¬ 
nal procession and the mission. 

Concerning this objection, therefore, we grant that it is not because, 
there is a finite effect that there is an eternal procession, but we deny that 
when there is an added real finite effect, an eternal procession is not rightly 
called a mission. 67 

6 It is objected that this doctrine leads to impossibilities. For from Isaiah 
48.16 and Isaiah 61.1 (see Luke 4*18) it is clear that the Spirit sends and the 
Son is sent, and thus it would follow that the Son proceeds from the Spirit. 

We reply by denying that the cases are the same. For the Son is both God 
and man. But if the Son is proven to be dependent, it is not immediately, 
proven that the Son as God is dependent; and if this is not proven, an eter¬ 
nal procession of the Son from the Spirit is not proven. 68 

7 At least it can be objected that the eternal procession of the Spirit from 
the Father is more explicitly acknowledged in the New Testament than pro¬ 
cession from the Son. 

But it is enough that it is truly taught, even if implicitly, that the Spirit 
proceeds from the Son. Besides, the difference should by no means be ex¬ 
aggerated. Indeed, the explicit acknowledgment of the eternal procession 
of the Spirit from the Father in John 15.26 is generally admitted. Yet M. 
Jugie finds only an implicit procession here, both because the verb 
EKrtOpeueaGai signifies mission rather than procession and because the 
preposition that is used is 7tapa instead of £k; and he lists several authorities 
who favor his position. 69 

67 For more on this, see ibid. 454 - 67 , 438-43. 

68 Jugie, De processione Spiritus sancti 63-65, notes that Isaiah 48.16 directly signi¬ 
fies not Christ’s mission but that of the prophet Isaiah, and that Luke 4.18 fol¬ 
lows the Septuagint translation where the Hebrew text (Isaiah 61.1) says that 
the Spirit of the Lord is upon me but that it is the Lord himself who has 
anointed and sent me. Nevertheless, several Fathers have interpreted these 
texts as referring to the sending of the Son by the Holy Spirit. It seems that 
two developments are to be distinguished here: (1) in the New Testament the 
notion of‘sending 1 acquires a technical and trinitarian sense that is not 
proven to be present in the Old Testament or in quotations from the Old Tes¬ 
tament; (2) this technica] notion in the New Testament is more explicitly con¬ 
ceived in later theology according to its ontological implications, whence St 
Thomas legitimately distinguishes the two meanings, Summa theologiae, 1, q. 
43, a. 8. See Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics 450-53. 

69 Jugie, De processione Spiritus sancti 70-78. 
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C Ex Apoc 22.1. 

Apoc 22,i: Et ostendit mihi fluvium aquae vitae splendidum tamquam crys- 
tallum procedentem de sede Dei et Agni. 

Quo in loco continuatur descriptio civitatis caelestis. 70 Recoli solent ex 
VT: lignum vitae et fluvius in paradiso terrestri (Gen 2 - 9 .10); aquae sanati- 
vae et vivificae lignumque non minus mirum ac Apoc 22.2 in civitate 
Ezechielis (Ez 47.9, 12); aquae vivae quae in die Domini exibunt de Jerusa¬ 
lem (Zach 14.8). 

Neque desunt auctores qui nostrum locum de processione Spiritus sancti 
ex Patre Filioque intelligant. 71 Deus enim, uti communiter in NT, est Deus 
Pater. Agnus, uti in tota Apocalypsi, est Filius. Sedes seu thronus Patri 
Filioque communis communem utriusque potestatem divinam significat. 
Turn verbum Graecum, feKTCopeueoGai, turn consequens praepositio, ex, 
clare dicunt originem. Denique./Zww'ws aquae mnaesymbolum Spiritus Sanc¬ 
ti est turn ex vt turn ex NT notum. 

2 In VT annuntiatur effusio salvifica aquarum et Spiritus. 

Is 44.3: Effundam enim aquas super sitientem et fluenta super aridam; efFundam 
spiritum meum super semen tuum et benedictionem meam super stirpem tuam. 

Ez 36.25, 26, 27: ... et effundam super vos aquam mundam et mundabimini ab 
omnibus inquinamentis vestris ... et dabo vobis cor novum et spiritual novum 
ponam in medio vestri... et spiritual meum ponam in medio vestri ... 

Ioel 2.28: Et erit, post haec, effundam spiritual meum super omnem camem. Cf. 
Act 2.17. 

Zach 12.10: ... et effundam super domum David et super habitatores Ierusalem 
spiritual gratiae et precum, et adspicient ad me .quern confixerunt et planget eum 
planctu quasi super unigenitum et dolebunt super eum ut doleri solet in morte pri- 
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C From Revelation 22.1 

1 Revelation 22.1: Then the angel showed me the river of the water of 
life, bright as crystal, proceeding from the throne of God and of the Lamb.’ 

This text continues the description of the heavenly city. 70 It recalls pas¬ 
sages in the Old Testament: the tree of life and the river in the earthly par¬ 
adise (Genesis 2.9-10); the healing and life-giving waters and the tree no 
less marvelous than that of Revelation 22.2 in Ezekiel’s city (Ezekiel 47.9, 
12); the living waters that will flow from Jerusalem on the day of the Lord 
(Zechariah 14.8). 

There are many authors who understand this text to be about the proces¬ 
sion of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son. 71 For God, as common- 
ly in the New Testament, is God the Father. Lamb, as throughout 
Revelation, is the Son. The seat or throne that is common to the Father and 
the Son signifies the divine power of each. Both the Greek word, 
£K7topet)Eo6ai and the preposition following it, ek, clearly indicate origin. Fi¬ 
nally, river of the water 0 f life is a well-known symbol of the Holy Spirit in both 
the Old Testament and the New Testament. 

2 In the Old Testament there is announced a salvific outpouring of water 
and the Spirit. 

Isaiah 44.3: ‘For I will pour water on the thirsty land, and streams on the 
dry ground; I will pour my spirit upon your descendants, and my blessing 
on your offspring.’ 

Ezekiel 36.25, 26, 27: ‘I will sprinkle clean water upon you, and you shall 
be clean from all your uncleannesses ... A new heart I will give you, and a 
new spirit I will put within you ... I will put my spirit within you ...’ 

Joel 2.28: ‘Then afterward I will pour out my spirit on all flesh.’ See Acts 
2.17. 

Zechariah 12.10: ‘I will pour out a spirit of compassion and supplication 
on the house of David and the inhabitants of Jerusalem, so that, when they 
look on the one [Hebrew and Vulgate: and they will they look on me] 

70 [This paragraph and the next replace what was a single paragraph in the 1961 
edition. See below, p. 707.] 

71 See Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite, 1,472-73, 532,538. E.B. Alio, Saint 
fean: L 'Apocalypse, 2nd ed. (Paris: Victor Lecoffre, 1921) 325-26. Henry Barclay 
Swete, The Apocalypse ofStfohn: The Greek Text with Introduction, Notes and Indi¬ 
ces, 3rd ed. (London: Macmillan, 1917) 298. [It should be noted that what 
Swete says is not exactly what Lonergan says he says.] Jugie, De processione Spir¬ 
itus sancti 48-55. Gordillo, Compendium theologiae orientalis 117-18. 
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mogeniti. 13.1: In die ilia erit fons patens domui David et habitantibus Ierusalem in 
ablutionem peccatoris et menstruatae. 

3 In NT praeter multa de baptismn et de dono Spiritus, 72 in specie recolenda 
sunt: 

Apoc 7.17: ... Agnus ... reget eos et deducet eos ad vitae fontes aquarum. 

Apoc 21.6: Ego sitienti dabo de fonte aquae vitae gratis. Cf. Apoc 22.17. 

lo 4.13, 14: ... qui autem biberit ex aqua quam ego dabo ei, non sitiet in aeter- 
num; sed aqua quam ego dabo fiet in eo fons aquae salientis in vitam aeternam. 

Io 7.37-39: Si quis sitit, veniat ad me et bibat. Qui credit in me, sicut dicit Scriptu- 
ra, flu min a de ventre eius fluent aquae vivae. Hoc autem dixit de Spiritu, quem ac- 
cepturi erant credentes in eum. 73 

Io 19.34 et continuo exivit sanguis et aqua. Cf: Zach 12.10; 13.1, supra. 

4 Quibus e locis satis constat inter se consociari Spiritum sanctum et vel 
aquas vel aquarum sive fontem sive fluvium, et ideo non sine ratione intel- 
ligitur Apoc 22.1 de Spiritu Dei qui procedit ex Patre et Filio et vitam super- 
naturalem iustis confert. 


73 Hie locus etiam aliter interpungitur ut scilicet legatur: ‘...bibat qui credit in 
me. Sicut dicit Scriptura,...’ Quam interpretationem mavuitM.j. Lagrange, 
L’Evangile selon saint Jean, edit. 2a, p. 214, turn propter priores Patres turn 
propter VT ubi vix legitur de aquis quae ex iis profluant qui in lesum credant. 
Circa Io 7.37 vide: H. Rahner, ‘Flumina de ventre Christi, Die patristische 
Auslegung von John 7.37, 38,’ Biblica 22 (1941) 269-302, 367-403. J.E. 
Menard, Rev. univ. Ottawa 25 (1.955) *5-*25- D. Stanley, apud Bea-Rondet- 
Schwendimann, Corlesu, Roma 1959,1, 523-25. 
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whom they have pierced, they shall mourn for him, as one mourns for an 
only child, and weep bitterly over him, as one weeps over a firstborn.’ Ibid. 
* 3 - 1: O n that day a fountain shall be opened for the house of David and the 
inhabitants ofjerusalem, to cleanse them from sin and impurity.’ 

3 In addition to the numerous references in the New Testament to bap¬ 
tism and to the gift of the Spirit, 72 the following should especially be re¬ 
called: 

Revelation 7.17: ‘... the Lamb ... will rule them, and he will lead them to 
springs of the water of life.’ 

Revelation 21.6: ‘To the thirsty I will give water as a gift from the spring of 
the water of life.’ See Revelation 22.17. 

John 413-14: those who drink of the water that I will give them will 

never be thirsty. The water I will give will become in them a spring of water 
gushing up to e ternal life. ’ 

John 7 - 37 - 39 : ‘Let anyone who is thirsty come to me and drink. As the 
scripture has said, “Out of the believer’s heart shall flow rivers of living wa¬ 
ter. Now he said this about the Spirit, whom believers in him were to re¬ 
ceive. >7 ^ 

John 19.34:/... and at once blood and water came out.’ See Zechariah 
12.10, 13.1, above. 

4 From these texts the connection between the Holy Spirit and either wa¬ 
ter or fountains or streams of water is sufficiently clear, and therefore it is 
not unreasonable to understand Revelation 22.1 as referring to the Spirit of 
God who proceeds from the Father and the Son and confers supernatural 
life upon the just. 

72 See the treatises on baptism and on grace. [Lonergan is referring to treatises 
traditionally offered in four-year courses in theology.] 

73 This text is also punctuated differently, so as to read:'... let one who believes 
in me drink. As scripture says,...’ This punctuation is preferred by M.-J. 
Lagrange, Evangile selon saint Jean (Paris: Librairie Lecoffre: j. Gabalda et Cie, 
1948) 214, both because of the earlier Fathers of the church and because of 
the Old Testament, which would hardly speak of water flowing out from those 
who believe in Christ. [The nrsv also prefers this reading.] As for John 7.37, 
see Hugo Rahner, ‘Flumina de ventre Christi, Die patristische Auslegung von 
Joh 7, 37.38/ Biblica 22 (1941) 269-302, 367-403. Jacques-E. Menard, ‘L’inter- 
pretation patristique de Jean, vn, 38, ’ Revue de I’Unwersite d’Ottawa, Section spe- 
^25 (1955) 5*-25*- David Stanley, ‘ “ From His Heart Will Flow Rivers of 
Living Water (Jn 7 , 38) ,’ in Cor Iesu: Commentationes in Litteras Encyclicas Pii 
PP. XII << Haurietas Aquas», vol. l: Pars Theologica, ed. Augustinus Bea, Hugo 
Rahner, Henri Rondet, Friedr. Schwendimann (Rome: Casa Editrice Herder, 
1959) 523 - 25 - 
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Quantum autem ad valorem huius argument! attinet, plus exigi non de¬ 
bet quam ex loco figurativo et symbolico haberi potest. Quare, neque 
obiciens audiendus est qui sensum symbolicum non minus univocum atque 
exclusivum supponat quam sensum conception^ scientificae, neque ex 
parte contraria defendens qui certam claramque demonstrationem ex in- 
terpretatione symbolica astruere velit. 

Patrum Graecorum doctrina 

1 Ita S. Athanasius probat divinitatem Spiritus sancti ut talem ordinem Spir- 
itus ad Filium statuat qualem Filius ad Patrem habet. Unde concludendum 
est, sicut Filius a Patre sit, ita Spiritum a Filio esse. Implicite ergo Athanasius 
docet processionem Spiritus a Filio. 

Cum igitur eundem ordinem eandemque naturam habeat Spiritus erga Fili¬ 
um, qualem Filius erga Patrem, qua quaeso ratione qui Spiritum sanctum 
rem creatam esse contendit, non idem necessario de Filio sendee Nam si Filii 
Spiritus res est creata, consequens est ut et Verbum Patris rem creatam esse 
fateantur... Nam ut Filius qui in Patre est, in quo etiam est Pater, non est res 
creata sed Patris substantiae proprius est, quod et vos asseveratis: ita et Spiri¬ 
tum sanctum, qui in Filio est, et in quo est Filius, inter res creatas-collocare 
aut a Verbo dividere atque ita Trinitatem imperfectam reddere nefas omnino 
fuerit. 74 


Quae quidem verba non sunt nisi conclusio atque summarium longioris 
argument!. Probaverat enim Patrem in scripturis dici fontem et lucem; 
probaverat deinde Filium dici fluvium et splendorem; probaverat tertio 
Spiritum comparari ut illuminationem ad splendorem et potum ad fluvi¬ 
um. Iterum, sicut Christus vere est Filius, ita per Spiritum habemus filia- 
tionem; sicut Pater est sapiens et Filius est sapientia, ita in Spiritu donum 
sapientiae recipientes Filium habemus. Sicut Filius est vita, ita in Spiritu 
vivificamur. Sicut ipse Pater faciebat opera manens in Christo, ita quodam- 
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However, as far as the strength of this argument is concerned, no more 
should be demanded of it than can be had from a figurative and symbolic 
text. Therefore, we must disregard both an objector who supposes a sym¬ 
bolic meaning to be no less univocal and exclusive than the meaning of a 
scientific concept, and, on the other side, a defender who would fashion a 
clear and certain proof out of a symbolic interpretation. 

Doctrine of the Greek Fathers 

1 St Athanasius proves the divinity of the Holy Spirit by postulating that the 
order of the Spirit to the Son is like that of the Son to the Father. The ines¬ 
capable conclusion from this is that as the Son is from the Father so the 
Spirit is from the Son. Implicitly, therefore, Athanasius teaches the proces¬ 
sion of the Spirit from the Son. 

Since, then, the Spirit has the same order and the same nature rela¬ 
tive to the Son as the Son has to the Father, why, I ask you, does one 
who contends that the Holy Spirit is a creature not of necessity hold 
the same about the Son? For if the Spirit of the Son is a creature, it 
follows that we must confess the Word of the Father also to be a crea¬ 
ture ... For just as the Son who is in the Father and in whom the Fa¬ 
ther is also, is not a creature but is of the Father’s substance, which 
you also assert, so likewise it would be utterly impious to situate the 
Holy Spirit, who is in the Son and in whom the Son is, among created 
things, or separate him from the Word and so impair the integrity of 
the Trinity. 74 

These words are simply the concluding summary of a rather long argu¬ 
ment. For he had proved that in the scriptures the Father is called the foun¬ 
tainhead and light; he then proved that the Son is called the stream and 
radiance; and thirdly he proved that the Spirit is to the Son as illumination 
is to radiance and as a drink is to a stream. Again, as Christ truly is Son, so 
through the Spirit we possess filiation; as the Father is wise and the Son is 
wisdom, so by receiving in the Spirit the gift of wisdom, we possess the Son. 
As the Son is life, so we are vivified in the Spirit. And as the Father himself 


74 Athanasius, Epistula I ad Serapionem, 21 ; mg 26, 580 BC. 
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modo Paulus in Spiritu faciebat opera Christi. 75 Quae quasi resumens 
dixerat: 

Quemadmodum enim Filius in Spiritu tamquam in propria imagine est: ita et 
Pater in Filio ... Quia enim unus est Fjlius qui et vivens est Verbum: unam 
quoque esse neccsse est perfectam et plenam, sanctificantem et iiluminan- 
tem, viventem eius efFicaciam et donum quod ex Patre procedere dicitur et 
ex Verbo (quod ex Patre esse conceditur) effulget et ab eodem mittitur et 
datur. Filium quideni a Patre mitti verissimum est... Sic etiam Filius mittit 
Spiritum ... Filius similiter Patrem honorat... Spiritus item Filium honorat... 
Filius praeterea dicit: ‘Quae audivi a Patre meo, haec loquor in mundo.’ Spir¬ 
itus autem e Filio quoque accipit. ‘De meo' inquit ‘accipiet et annuntiabit 
vobis.’ Rursus, Filius in nomine Patris venit. Ita etiam Spiritus sanctus inquit 
Filius ‘quern mittet Pater in nomine meo.’ 76 


2 Cyrillus Hierosolymitanus dependentiam Spiritus a Filio apud Io 16.14 
observavit: 

Et Pater quidem dat Filio, et Filius communicat Spiritui sancto. Ipse enim 
lesus est, non ego, qui ait: ‘Omnia mihi tradita sunt a Patre meo’ deque Spir¬ 
itu sancto dicit: ‘Cum venerit ille Spiritus veritatis, ille me glorificabit, quo- 
niam ex meo accipit et annuntiabit vobis.’ 77 

3 S. Basilius ita S. Athanasium secutus est ut distinctionem tamen quaesi- 
verit inter processionem Filii et processionem Spiritus sancti; et quamvis 
contra Eunomianos praecipue divinitatem et consubstantialitatem Spiritus 
defenderet, non parva tamen indicia processionis a Filio dedit. 
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abiding in Christ performed works, so in a way did Paul in the Spirit do the 
works of Christ. 75 Taking up these points again, he said: 

Just as the Son is in the Spirit as his proper image, so also the Father 
is in the Son ... for because there is one Son who is also the living 
Word, it is necessary that there also be his perfect and full, sanctifying 
and enlightening, living power and gift who is said to proceed from 
the Father and shines forth from the Word (who is acknowledged to 
be from the Father) and by him is sent and given. It is most true that 
the Son is sent by the Father ... So also the Son sends the Spirit... The 
Son similarly honors the Father ... the Spirit likewise honors the Son. 
Moreover, the Son says, ‘What I have heard from my Father,'I speak 
in the world.’ But the Spirit also receives from the Son. ‘He will take 
from what is mine,’ the Son says, ‘and will reveal it to you.’ Again, the 
Son comes in the name of the Father, so also, the Son says, ‘The Holy 
Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name.’ 76 

2 Cyril of Jerusalem noted the dependence of the Spirit upon the Son in 
John 16.14: 

The Father gives to the Son, and the Son communicates to the Holy 
Spirit. For it is Jesus, not I, who says, ‘All things have been given to me 
by my Father,’ and concerning the Holy Spirit he says, ‘When the 
Spirit of truth comes, he will glorify me, because he will take from 
what is mine and declare it to you.’ 77 

3 St Basil followed St Athanasius yet sought a distinction between the pro¬ 
cession of the Son and the procession of the Holy Spirit; and although he 
was mainly defending the divinity and consubstantiali.ty of the Spirit against 


75 Ibid. 19; mg 26, 573 - 76 . 

76 Ibid. 20; mg 26, 578 BC, 579 ab. See Epistula III ad Serapionem, 3,5,6; mg 26,627 
bc - 636 a. Thus, ‘The Spirit is not outside the Word; but since he is in the 
Word, he is in God through the Word ...’ (634 a); ‘But because the Spirit is in 
the Word, it is manifest that the Spirit is also in God through the Word ...’ 
(634 bc). Athanasius, Oratio contra Arianos, 24: ‘... he (the Son) gives to the 
Spirit, and whatever the Spirit has, he has from the Word.’ mg 26,376 a. Atha¬ 
nasius, De incamatione et contra Arianos, 9: ‘... the source of the Holy Spirit is in 
God, Father and Son.’ mg 26,999 a. 

77 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses 16, 24; mg 33, 951,954. 
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Sed nec hinc solum probatur naturae communio, verum illinc quoque quod 
ex Deo esse dicitur; non sicut ex Deo sunt omnia, sed tamquam ex Deo pro- 
cedens; non per generationem quemadmodum Filius, sed tanquam Spiritus 
oris eius ... sed et os, prout Deo convenit, dicitur et Spiritus essentia vivens, 
sanctificationis domina, ita ut consortium quidem inde declaretur, modus 
autem existentiae ineffabilis servetur. Quin et Spiritus Christi dicitur tam¬ 
quam illi natura coniunctus. Eoque, ‘si quis Spiritum Cliristi non habet, hie 
non est eius.’ Unde solus Spiritus digne glorificat Dominum, ‘Ille enim,’ in¬ 
quit, ‘me glorificabit,’ non ut creatura sed tamquam Spiritus veritatis dilu- 
cide in se ipso declarans veritatem; et tamquam Spiritus sapientiae, Christum 
qui est Dei virtus et Dei sapientia in sua magnitudine revelans. Denique tam¬ 
quam Paracletus in se ipso exprimit Paraded, a quo missus est, bonitatem et 
in sua propria dignitate eius a quo processit maiestatem exprimit. 7 ® 


Quibus sane docetur Spiritum esse et Patris ex quo procedit et Filii in¬ 
quantum est glorificatio Filii, Spiritus veritatis, Spiritus sapientiae, Paracle¬ 
tus et a Filio missus. Processionem vero ‘ab utroque’ inquantum est ex 
Patre per Filium hisce declaravif. 

Itaque in seipso [Spiritus] ostendit Unigeniti gloriam, et veris adoratoribus 
in seipso Dei cognitionem praebet. Proinde via ad Dei cognitionem est ab 
uno Spiritu per unum Filium ad unum Patrem. Ac rursus (avditaXiv) nativa 
bonitas et naturalis sanctimonia et regalis dignitas ex Patre per Filium ad 
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the Eunomians, he produces not a few evidences of his procession from the 
Son. 

But their sharing in nature is not proved from this alone, but also 
from the fact that [the Spirit] is said to be from God; not from God as 
all things are, but as proceeding from God; not by way of generation 
as the Son proceeds, but as the Spirit/Breath of his mouth ... but the 
Spirit is said to be ‘mouth’ also, insofar as is appropriate for God, and 
the Spirit is a living essence, having supreme lordship over sanctifica¬ 
tion, so his intimate association indeed is revealed by this, while the 
mode of his ineffable existence is maintained. What is more, the Spir¬ 
it is said to be the Spirit of Christ, as conjoined to him by nature. And 
so, ‘Whoever has not the Spirit of Christ does not belong to Christ.’ 
Hence the Spirit alone worthily glorifies the Lord. ‘For he,’Jesus 
said, ‘will glorify me,’ not as a creature but as the Spirit of truth trans¬ 
parently manifesting the truth in himself; and as the Spirit of wisdom, 
revealing Christ in all his greatness who is the power of God and the 
wisdom of God. Finally, as a Paraclete he expresses in himself the 
goodness of the Paraclete who sent him, and in his own dignity ex¬ 
presses the majesty of him from whom he proceeded. 78 

This text certainly teaches that the Spirit is the Spirit both of the'Father 
from whom he proceeds and of the Son inasmuch as he is the glorification 
of the Son, the Spirit of truth, the Spirit of wisdom, the Paraclete sent by the 
Son. In the following passage he clearly expresses the procession of the 
Spirit ‘from both’ in that he is from the Father through the Son: 

Thus in himself the Spirit shows forth the glory of the only-begotten 
Son, and in himself imparts to true worshipers the knowledge of 
God. Accordingly, the way to the knowledge of God is from the one 
Spirit through the one Son to the one Father. And conversely 
(dvct7taA.lv), innate goodness and natural sanctity and regal dignity 


78 Basil, De Spiritu sancto, xvni, 46; mg 32, 152 bc. See also L. Lohn, ‘ Doctrina S. 
Basilii M. de Processionibus Divin.arum Personarum,’ Gregorianum 10 (1929) 
356-64. Benoit Pruche, Basile de Cesaree, Traite du Saint-Esprit: Texte Grec, Intro¬ 
duction, Traduction et Notes (sc 17) (Paris: Edition du Cerf, 1945) 77-87- Con¬ 
cerning ‘the breath of his mouth,' see Psalm 32.6 [33-6], and Basil, De Spiritu 
sancto , xvi, 38; mg 136 c. 
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Spiritum permanat. Ad hunc modum et hypostases profitemur nec pium mo- 
narchiae dogma labefactatur. 7 ® 

Deinde contra Eunomium arguens hypothesin Eunomianae contrariam 
introducit quam postea veram esse docet. 

Quod si, quoniam divina natura simplex est atque incomposita, substantiam 
existimet una cum potestate concurrere et, propter innatam Dei bonitatem, 
dicat totam Patris potentiam ad generationem Filii commotam atque iterum 
totam Unigeniti ad substantiam Spiritus sancti, adeo ut ex Spiritu quidem 
potentia Unigeniti conspiciatur simulque etiam substantia, rursus vero ex 
Unigenito Patris intelligatur et potentia et substantia, advertite quid hinc 
colligatur. 80 


Ulterius contra blasphemiam Eunomii, Filium esse creaturam Patris, 
Spiritum vero creaturam Filii, dicit: 

Quoihodo igitur causam Spiritus soli Unigenito attribuit et illius naturam ac- 
cusat ab hoc creatam? Quod si duo principia inter se adversa inducens haec 
dicit, una cum Manichaeo et Marcione conteretur; sin autem statuit ab uno 
pendere omnia, quod a Filio factum esse affirmatur, id ad primam causam 
refertur. Quare, etsi omnia per Deum Verbum ad esse producta fuisse credi- 
mus, tamen universorum Deum omnium causam esse non negamus. 81 


80 Basil., Adv. Eunom., II, 32; MG 29, 648 B. Ubi ex bonitate Patris fontali proce- 
dere dicitur Filius, et iterum ex Filio Spiritus sanctus. Quod hypothetice 
quidem asseritur (scilicet si eadem est substantia ac potentia divina), sed 
hypothesis postea tollitur, explicite quidem relate ad generationem Filii, 
implicite autem relate ad originem Spiritus ex Filio. Vide ibid., col. 647 CD. Cf. 
Lohn, Greg. 10 (1929) 359 s. 

81 Basil., Adv. Eunom., II, 34 ! MG 29, 651 BC. Ubi directe quidem agitur de monar- 
chia, et argumentum fit refutando doctrinam Eunomii, Spiritum esse crea- 
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flows down from the Father through the Son to the Spirit. In this way 
we acknowledge the hypostases without undermining the holy doc¬ 
trine of the monarchy. 7 ® 

Next, in arguing against Eunomius he introduces a hypothesis contrary 
to that of Eunomius, which later he teaches to be true. 

But if, because the divine nature is simple and not composed, he con¬ 
siders the divine substance to be concurrent with the divine power 
and, because of the innate goodness of God, he says that all of the Fa¬ 
ther’s power is exercised in generating the Son, and again that all the 
power of the Son is exercised toward the substance of the Holy Spirit, 
so that from the Spirit the power of the only-begotten Son becomes 
evident along with his substance, but also, from the only-begotten 
Son the power and the substance of the Father is understood, notice 
what conclusion follows from this. 80 

In a further attack on Eunomius’s blasphemy that the Son is a creature of 
the Father and the Spirit a creature of the Son, he says. 

How, then, does he assign the cause of the Spirit solely to the only-be¬ 
gotten Son and then impugns the nature of the former that has beeh 
created by the latter? If he arrives at this by bringing together two 
mutually opposed principles, then his argument will fall to pieces 
along with those of Manichaeus and Marcion. But if he holds that all 
things depend upon one principle, then what he affirms to have been 
made by the Son is traced back to the first cause. For that reason, al¬ 
though we believe that all things have been brought into existence 
through God the Word, nevertheless we do not deny that God is the 
cause of all beings. 81 

79 Basil, De Spiritu sando, xvm, 47; mg 32, 153 B. 

80 Basil, Adversus Eunomium, 11,32; mg 29 , 647 B. Here the Son is said to proceed 
from the overflowing goodness of the Father, and in turn the Holy Spirit from 
the Son. This is stated hypothetically, of course (that is, if the divine substance 
and the divine power are identical), but the hypothesis was later dropped, 
explicitly as to the generation of the Son but implicitly as to the origin of the 
Spirit from the Son. See ibid, mg 29, 647 cd, 648 CD. See Lohn, ‘Doctrina S. 
Basilii M. de Processionibus Divinarum Personarum' 359-60. 

81 Basil, Adversus Eunomium, 11, 34; mg 29, 651 ab. This, of course, directly refers 
to monarchy, which is used as an argument to refute the teaching of Euno- 
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Denique habetur locus adeo clarus ut de eius authentia disputatum sit. 

Dignitate namque secundum esse a Filio, cum habeat esse ab illo atque ab 
ipso accipiat, et annuntiet nobis, et omnino ab ilia causa dependeat, sermo 
pietatis tradit. 82 

4 Gregorius Nazianzenus neque consuetas omittit comparationes 83 
neque formulam, 'Unus Deus ex Genitore per Filium in magnum Spiri- 
tum’; 84 proprietates personarum nitide exprimit quin ad proprietatem Filii 
Spiratoris inveniendam pervenerit; 85 et quia apud eum deesse videntur 
profundiores reflectiones S. Basilii, ad mentem photianam trahi potest ubi 
falso supponitur eum theologiam trinitariam completam pleneque evo- 
Iutam tradidisse. Dicit enim Patrem esse Genitorem et Proiectorem, unde 
Genitum et Proiectum; 86 quod verum est sed processionem Spiritus ex Filio 
omittit. Alibi habet: 


Omnia quae habet Pater Filii sunt, praeter causam esse; quidquid item Filius 
habet, id quoque Spiritus est, praeter filiationem „. 8? 


Quod sane implicite negat Filium esse causam, et etiam forte explicat cur 


turam; sed via sane paratur ad processionem Spiritus ex Filio. Cf. Lohn, Greg. 
10 (1929) 360 s. 
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Finally, there is a text so clear that its authenticity has been questioned: 

For the pious tradition is that [the Spirit] is second to the Son in dig¬ 
nity, since he has his existence from the Son, receives it from him, 
and reveals it to us, and is totally dependent on that cause. 82 

4 Gregory Nazianzen omits neither the customary comparisons 83 nor the 
formula ‘One God from the Father through the Son to the great Spirit’; 84 
he elegantly expresses the properties of the persons without having arrived 
at discovering the property of the Son as Spirator 85 And since he does not 
seem to have thought about the matter as deeply as Basil, he can be inter¬ 
preted in a Photian sense when it is wrongly supposed that he had a com¬ 
plete and fully developed trinitarian theology. For he says that the Father is 
the Begetter and Producer, hence the Son is the Begotten and the 
Offspring 86 - which is true, but he omits the procession of the Spirit from 
the Son. Elsewhere he says, 

All that the Father has belongs to the Son, except to be cause; and 
whatever the Son has, this in turn belongs to the Spirit, except son- . 
ship ... 87 

Without doubt, this implicitly denies that the Son is a cause, and.perhaps 
also explains why Gregory of Nyssa did not divide ‘principle’ but ‘originat- 

mius that the Spirit is a creature; but it surely prepares the way for the proces¬ 
sion of the Spirit from the Son. See Lohn, ‘Doctrina S. Basilii M. de Proces- 
sionibus Divinarum Personarum’ 360-61. 

82 Basil, Adversus Eunomium, 111, l; mg 29; 655, note 79. It is not found in the text, 
656 a. But the reading we have given is later defended in Praefatio, MG 32,33- 
40; by Lohn, ‘Doctrina S. Basilii M. de Processionibus Divinarum Person¬ 
arum’ 461-84; byjugie, Deprocessione Spiritus sancti 150-54; and by others listed 
byjugie 153 - 54 , n. 1. 

83 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 31 ( tkeologica 5), 31; mg 36, 169 a , where the per¬ 
sons are compared to the ‘eye’ of a spring, the spring itself, and the stream 
flowing from it; Oratio si (Theological), 32; mg 36, 169 b, where the compari¬ 
son is to the sun, the sun’s rays, and illumination. 

84 Gregory Nazianzen, Poems, 1, ii, 2 [line 688]; mg 37, 632 A. 

85 See above, p. 459. 

86 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 29 ( theologica 3), 2 ; mg 36, 76 B: in Greek, yewrjTWp 
xai 7tpoPoXei3q, ySwripa, flpbpXripa. 

87 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 34,10; mg 36, 252 a [Lonergan’s Latin translation 
of the Greek, it seems.] 
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Nyssenus non ‘principium’ divisit sed ‘principiatum’; sed minirae negat Fi- 
lium esse ‘immediate principiatum,’ Spiritum vero ‘mediate principiatum.’ 

5 Gregorius Nyssenus proprietatum enumerationem a Gregorio Nazian- 
zeno inceptam ita complevit ut subsequens Graecorum modus concipiendi 
et loqiiendi ab eo determinatus fuisse videatur. Melius ergo, opinor, re- 
spondetur, ubi apud posteriores theologos Graecos legitur solum Patrem 
esse auctorem vel causam, si mens eorum secundum id ipsum quod dicunt 
intelligitiir neque hausta de Augustino distinctio inter principium imprin- 
cipiatum et principium principiatum iis imponitur. Nyssenus enim nisi 
unum principium non posuit; et tamen principiata divina in immediatum 
et mediatum divisit; quod formulae concordat, ‘ex Patre per Filium,’ et in 
eandem intelligentiam tendit ac ‘ex utroque,’ uti docet Florendnum. 88 

6 Didymus Alexandrinus, in Libro de Spiritu Sancto, quem nisi in versione 
ab Hieronymo facta non habemus, dixit: 

Ad Deum quoque Patrem quidam allegans preces loquitur: ‘Dirige me in ve- 
ritate tua,’ hoc est, in Unigenito tuo, propria voce testante, ‘Ego sum veritas.’ 
Quam perfectionem tribuit Deus mittens Spiritum veritatis, qui credentes in 
totam dirigat veritatem. Dehinc in consequentibus de Spiritu veritatis, qui a 
Patre mittatur, et sit Paracletus, Salvator (qui est veritas) ait: ‘Non enim lo- 
quetur a semetipso’; hoc est, non sine me et sine meo et Patris arbitrio, quia 
inseparabilis a mea et Patris est voluntate, quia non ex se est sed ex Patre et 
me est, hoc enim ipsum quod subsistit et loquitur, a Patre et me illi est. 89 


Postquam autem disseruit de differentia inter corporalem spiritualem- 
que vel locutionem vel auditionem, perrexit: 

Spiritus quoque sanctus, qui est spiritus veritatis, spiritusque sapientiae, non 
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ed’; but it certainly does not at all deny that the Son was ‘immediately orig¬ 
inated,’ whereas the Spirit was ‘mediately originated.’ 

■ 5 Gregory of Nyssa’s completion of the list of properties begun by Grego¬ 
ry Nazianzen seems to have determined from that time on the way of con¬ 
ceiving and speaking among the Greek Fathers. Thus it is better, in my 
opinion, to read the later Greek theologians as saying that the Father alone 
is originator or cause, understanding their thought according to their own 
words, instead of imposing upon them the Augustinian distinction between 
unoriginated principle and originated principle. For Gregory of Nyssa pos¬ 
ited only one principle, but divided it into immediate and mediate, which 
concords with the formula ‘from the Father through the Son’ and favors 
the same understanding of the expression ‘from both’ as taught by the 
Council of Florence. 88 

6 Didymus of Alexandria, in his Liber de Spiritu Sancto, which we have only 
in a translation by St Jerome, said: 

In addressing prayers to God the Father, a person says, ‘Guide me in 
your truth,’ that is, in your only-begotten Son, who in his own words 
testifies, ‘I am the truth.’ God imparts this perfection in sending the 
Spirit of truth to guide believers into all truth [John 12.13]. Then, in 
the very next words, the Savior (who is truth) says, concerning the 
Spirit of truth who is sent by the Father and is a Paraclete, ‘He will 
not speak on his own’; that is, he will not speak without me and apart 
from my will and that of the Father, because he is inseparable from 
the Father’s will and mine, because he is not of himself but from the 
Father and me, for the fact that he subsists and speaks belongs to him 
from the Father and me. 89 

After discussing the difference between corporeal and spiritual speaking 
or listening, he goes on: 

And when the Son speaks, the Holy Spirit, the spirit of truth and the 

88 See his letter to Ablabium quoted above, pp. 474-77, note 82. See also Jugie, 
De processione Spiritus sancti 154-61. 

89 Didymus of Alexandria, De Spiritu sancto, 34; MG 39, 1063-64. Ratramnus of 
Corbie quotes this text in his Adversus Graecos, n, 5 [ml 121, 262 c] but omits 
the words that would prove our thesis. Hence the dissident Orientals judge 
this passage of Didymus to be spurious. Jugie disagrees with them, De proces¬ 
sione Spiritus sancti 137, n. 1. 
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potest Filio loquente audire quae nescit, cum hoc ipsum sit quod profertur a 
Filio, id est, procedens a veritate, consolator manansde consolatore, Deus de 
Deo, Spiritus veritatis procedens.® 0 

Neque enim quid aliud est Filius, exceptis his quae ei dantur a Patre, neque 
alia substanda est Spiritus sancd praeter id quod datur ei a Filio. 91 

7 Epiphanius, symboli auctor, solemniter declaravit ‘Spiritum esse sanc¬ 
tum a Patre procedentem, accipientem a Filio;’ DB 13, DS 44. Spiritum alibi 
docuit ‘a Patre per Filium subsistentem,’ 92 ‘ex eadem Patris et Filii substan¬ 
tia,’ 93 ‘fontem ex fonte, ex Patre et Filio.’ 94 

8 Cyrillus Alexandrinus manifeste tradit Spiritum sanctum ex Patre et 
Filio esse. 

Cum igitur Spiritus sanctus nobis immissus Deo conformes nos efficiat, qui 
procedit a Patre et Filio, manifestum est eum ex divina essenua esse, essen- 
tialiter in ipsa et ex ipsa procedentem, quemadmodum et spiritus qui ex 
humano ore prodit, tametsi hoc humile atque indignum tanta re exemplum 
videatur, 95 

Spiritus nullo modo mutabilis est; aut si mutadonis morbo laborat, ad ipsam 
Dei naturam haec labes pertinebit; siquidem ille Dei et Patris item et Filii est 
Spiritus, qui ex utroque seu ex Patre per Filium substantialiter profluit. 9 ® 


96 Cyr. Alex., De adoratione, I; MG 68, 148 A. Plura apud M.Jugie, De processioned, 
138^43. Notate obiectionem ab Orientalibus dissidentibus prolatam; Cyril- 
lum suam sentendam de Spiritu mutasse postquam Theodoretus Cyrensis, 
earn impugnavit. Quam solvit M.Jugie posteriora Cyrilli opera citanti, ibid. 
142 s. 
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spirit of wisdom, cannot hear what he does not know, since he is that 
which comes forth from the Son, that is, proceeding from the truth, a 
consoler issuing from the consoler, God from God, the proceeding 
Spirit of truth 90 

For neither is the Son another something than what is given him by 
the Father, nor has the Holy Spirit another substance apart from 
what is given him by the Son. 91 

7 Epiphanius, the author of.a creed, solemnly declared ‘the Spirit to be 
holy ... proceeding from the Father, receiving from the Son (db 13, DS 
44). Elsewhere he taught that the Spirit ‘subsists from the Father through 
the Son,’ 92 ‘is of the same substance as that of the Father and the Son,’ 93 
and is ‘a spring from the spring, from the Father and the Son.’ 94 

8 Cyril of Alexandria clearly teaches that the Holy Spirit is from the 
Father and the Son. 

Since, therefore, the Holy Spirit, who proceeds from the Father and 
the Son, is sent into our hearts to make us to be conformed to God, it 
is obvious that he is of the divine essence, essentially in it and proceed¬ 
ing from it, like the breath that issues from one’s mouth, although 
this comparison seems base and unworthy of so great a reality. 95 

The Spirit is altogether immutable. Or if he does suffer from the mal¬ 
ady of change, this blemish will belong to the very nature of God, since 
he is the Spirit of God and of the Father and the Son, and emanates 
from both, that is, from the Father through the Son, substantially. 96 

90 Didymus of Alexandria, De Spiritu sancto, 36: mg 39, 1064 c - 1065 a. 

91 Ibid. 37 ; mg 39, 1065 CD - 1066 a. 

92 Epiphanius, Adversus Haereses, 73, 16; mg 42, 434 B. 

93 Epiphanius, Ancoratus, 7; mg 43, 29, 

94 Epiphanius, Adversus Haereses , 69, 54 ; mg 42, 285 D. See jugie, De processione 
Spiritus sancti 143-46. 

95 Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus de sancta et consubstantiali Trinitate, 34; mg 75, 
585 a; ep 2079 [possibly Lonergan’s translation]. 

96 Cyril of Alexandria, De adoratione et cullu in spiritu et veritate, 1; mg 68, 147 A. 
More in Jugie, De processione Spiritus sancti 82, 138-43. Note the objection of 
the dissident Orientals, that Cyril changed his opinion about the Spirit after 
Theodoret of Gyrus attacked it. Jugie solves this matter by citing later works of 
Cyril. Ibid. 142-43. 
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9 Processionem sancti Spiritus ex Patre per Filium docuerunt Leontius 
Byzantinus, Anastasius Antiochenus, S. Maximus Conf., et S. Ioannes Dam¬ 
ascene. 97 Exstat tamen homilia S. Ioannis in qua loqui videtur secundum 
vulgatam imaginem de modis existendi. 98 

Nam et Spiritus sanctus ex Patre procedit, eiusdem virtutis, eiusdem volunta¬ 
tis, eiusdem operationis, aequalis aetemitate, in se subsistens: non uti Filius, 
sed certa quadam emanatione procedens (alius quippe est hie modus exis¬ 
tendi, isque plane divinus et incomprehensus), Patri et Filio per omnia simi- 
lis... Filius Patris suboles, ut ex Patre genitus; Spiritus sanctus Dei et Patris, 
tamquam ex ipso procedens; qui et Filii dicitur, ut qui per eum manifestatur 
et creads rebus impertiatur; non tamen ex ipso existentiam habens... una in¬ 
divisa operado in distineds solis personis seu existentiae modis..." 


Quo sane in loco maxima detegitur affmitas ad sententiam vel Theodore- 
ti vel Photii. Verum utique est quod notat M. Jugie, Ioannem negasse non 
per Filium sed ex Filio Spiritum existentiam accipere. 100 Addi forte potest 
eum modo magis populari hie esse locutum, si quidem imago de Adamo, 
Eva, et Seth facilius capitur quam mysteriosa Spiritus processio ex Patre per 
Filium. Sed solidum argumentum manetquod alibi Ioannes docuit: ‘... Filii 
quoque Spiritus dicitur, non velut ex ipso sed per ipsum ex Patre pro- 
cedens, 101 et ‘... Verbi Genitor et per Verbum Proiector (TtpopoXeug) mani- 
festantis Spiritus ... ,102 


98 Quinam sint existentiae modi, quemadmodum per pseudepigrapha eorum 
notio diffusa sit, unde Ioannes Damascenus sumpserit quae de iis transcripsit, 
supra diximus, pp. 460-61. 

99 Ioann. Damasc., Homilia in sabbatum sanctum, 4; MG 96, 605. Notate ser- 
monem fieri de modis existentiae turn in anteriori turn in posteriori con- 
textu; recolite praeterea Evam, e costa Adami ortam, e solo Adamo, et nullo 
modo a proprio et future filio suo Seth, existentiam accipere; quod si ad SS. 
Trinitatem transfers, Spiritum e solo Patre procedentem habes. 
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9 The procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father through the Son was 
taught by Leontius of Byzantium, Anastasius of Antioch, St Maximus the 
Confessor, and St John Damascene. 97 However, there is extant a homily by 
the latter in which he seems to speak in terms of the commonplace image 
of modes of existence. 98 

For the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father, has the same power, the 
same will, the same operation, equal eternity, and subsists in himself; 
not as the Son does, but proceeding by a certain emanation (this is, to 
be sure, a different mode of existence, one that is totally divine and 
incomprehensible), and like the Father and the Son in every way ... 
the Son is the offspring of the Father, as begotten from the Father; the 
Holy Spirit is of God and Father, as proceeding from him; he is also 
said to be of the Son, as the one who is manifested through him and 
imparted to creatures; yet not having existence from him ... one undi¬ 
vided operation with only distinct persons or modes of existence ..." 

In this passage one can detect the greatest affinity with the opinion of ei¬ 
ther Theodoret or Photius. What Jugie notes is certainly true, that what 
John denied was not that the Spirit received existence through the Son but 
from the Son. 100 Perhaps we can add that he was speaking in a more popular 
manner, since the image of Adam, Eve, and Seth is more easily grasped 
than the mysterious procession of the Spirit from the Father through the 
Son. But the argument remains solid that John taught elsewhere: ‘... the 
Spirit is also said to be of the Son, not as being from him but as proceeding 
through him from the Father,’ 101 and ‘... the Begetter of the Word and 
through the Word the Producer (7tpopoA£i3<;) of the manifesting Spirit ... ,102 

97 See]ugie, De processione Spiritus sancti 172-78, 182-90. 

98 We have mentioned above, pp. 460-61, what these modes of existence are, 
how this notion was spread through pseudepigraphical writings, and where 
John Damascene got what he transcribed. 

99 John Damascene, Homilia in sabbatum sanctum, 4 ; mg 96, 606 ab, 607 A [prob¬ 
ably Lonergan’s Latin translation]. Note that he speaks about modes of exist¬ 
ence both in an earlier and in a later context; Recall also that Eve sprang 
from Adam’s rib, from Adam alone, and in no way receives existence from 
her own future son Seth; but if you apply this to the Trinity, you have the 
Spirit proceeding from the Father alone. 

100 Jugie, De processione Spiritus sancti 189-90. 

101 John Damascene, De fide orthodoxa, 1,12; mg 94, 849 B. 

102 Ibid, mg 94, 847 0, 850 a. 
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Pairum Latinomm doctrina 

1 Quae superius ex S. Augustino illustravimus, 103 sicut posteriora regunt, 
ita cum anterioribus cohaerent. Dependentiam S. Spiritus a Filio docu- 
eruntTertullianus, 104 Novatianus, 105 S. Ambrosius. 106 

2 S. Hilarius aliquando formulam Graecam adhibuit, dependentiam 
Spiritus a Filio clare docuit, et quamvis Patrem et Filium auctores Spiritus 
dixerit, 107 re vera doctrinam de uno principio Spiritus singulari modo in- 
culcavit. Ex iis enim locis, ubi de Spiritu in NT agitur, arguit ad probandam 
unitatem naturae seu substantiae in Patre et Filio. 108 Imo de hac principii 
unitate clarius disseruit quam de ipso Spiritu sancto. 109 

3 S. Augustinus processionem ex utroque docuisse iam satis manifestavi- 
mus. Sed illud non est omittendum quod ex sacris scripturis ipse suam doc¬ 
trinam hausisse censet: 

Qui Spiritus sanctus secundum scripturas sacras nec Patris solius est nec Filii 
solius sed amborum: et ideo communem, qua invicem se diligunt Pater et 
Fiiius, insinuat caritatem. 110 


571 Part 2: Five Theses - Thesis 4 
Doctrine of the Latin Fathers 

1 The work of St Augustine which we have cited above 103 determined the 
course of theology after him as well as being consistent with previous doc¬ 
trine. The dependence of the Holy Spirit on the Son was taught by Tertul- 
lian, 104 Novatian, 105 and St Ambrose. 106 

2 St Hilary sometimes used the Greek formula, clearly taught the depen¬ 
dence of the Spirit on the Son, and although he spoke of the Father and the 
Son as originators of the Spirit, 107 in fact he employed the doctrine of the 
single principle of the Spirit in a unique way, for from the New Testament 
passages concerning the Spirit he argued to prove the unity in nature or 
substance of the Father and the Son. 108 Indeed, his discussion of this unity 
of the principle is clearer than are his writings on the Holy Spirit. 109 

3 We have sufficiently shown that St Augustine taught the procession of 
the Spirit from both. But we must not fail to mention that he held that he 
derived his teaching from scripture: 

According to the sacred scriptures, this Holy Spirit is not from the 
Father alone nor from the Son alone but from both; and this suggests 
the common love by which the Father and the Son love each other. 110 


103 See above, pp. 508-17. 

104 Tertullian, Aduersus Praxean, 4; ep 372: 'I hold that the Spirit comes from 
nowhere else than from the Father through the Son.’ Take care not to argue 
from the words ‘and third, the Spirit, from God and the Son’ [Adversus Prax¬ 
ean, 8; ep 375]- Th. Camelot has shown that these words are simply an enu¬ 
meration, 1 "Spiritus a Deo et Filio" (Tertullien, Adv. Prax. 8),’ Revue des 
sciences philosophiques et theologiques 33 (1949) 31-33- Camelot discussed the 
Latin Fathers in ‘La tradition latine sur la procession du Saint-Eprit "a filio” 
ou “ab utroque,’” Russie et Chretiente [now Istina ] 3-4 (1950) 179-92. 

105 Novatian, De Trinitate, 16 [ml 3, 914]: ‘If Christ is only a human being, how 
does he say that the Paraclete will take from what is his and declare it?’ [John 
16.14-153- 

106 Ambrose, De Spiritu Sancto, 11, 12; ml 16, 771 c: ‘What the Son received from 
the Father through their unity in nature, the Holy Spirit received from the 
Son through this same unity; therefore, what the Spirit speaks is from the Son, 
and what the Son gave him is from the Father.’ More in Jugie, Deprocessione 
Spiritus sancti 200-201. 

107 See Jugie, De processione Spiritus sancti 197-99- 

108 See Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire de S. Hilaire de Poitiers 253-55. 

109 Ibid. 263-79. This is not to be wondered at, since Hilary died in 366. 

110 Augustine, De Trinitate, xv, xvi, 27; ML 42, 1080. 
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Quoniam sacra scriptura Spiritum eum dicit amborum ... (citantur: Gal 4.6; 
Mt 10.20; Io 15.26; 14.26). De utroque autem procedere sic doceturrquia ipse 
Filius ait, ‘De Patre procedit.’ Et cum resurrexisset a mortuis et apparuisset 
discipulis suis, insufflavit et ait, ‘Accipite Spiritum sanctum,’ ut eum etiam de 
se procedere ostenderet. Et ipsa est ‘virtus’ quae ‘de illo exibat,’ sicutlegitur 
in evangelio, ‘et sanabatomnes.’ 111 


Quo in argumento non deest exegesis augustiniana ex signis, sed quam 
acute atque diligenter determinata fuerit nisi lectione prioris loci non per- 
spicitur. 112 

4 Credidisse videtur Photius se contra theologos quosdam privatos inno- 
vantesque liturgistas procedere, 113 auctoritatem vero invocavit RR. PP. Cae- 
lestini, Leonis M., Vigilii, Agathonis, Gregorii M., Hadriani i, Leonis III, 
Benedicti III, loannis VIII, Hadriani ni. 114 Qua in re eum erravisse non dubi- 
tatur. 115 

Sufficiat haec transcribere ex epistola Leonis ill: 

Leo episcopus servus servorum Dei omnibus orientaiibus ecclesns. Hoc sym- 
bolurh orthodoxae fidei vobis mittimus, ut tarn vos quam omnis muhdus se¬ 
cundum Romanam, sanctam, catholicam, et apostolicam ecclesiam rectam et 
inviolatam teneatis fidem. Credimus ... sanctam Trinitatem, id est, Patrem, 
Filium, et Spiritum sanctum, Patrem a seipso non ab alio, Ftlium a Patre 
genitum, Spiritum sanctum a Patre et Filio aequaliter procedentem, consub- 
stantialem, coaeternum Patri et Filio. 11 ® 
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Since sacred scripture says that the Spirit is of both ... [he refers to 
Galatians 4.6, Matthew 10.20, John 15.26 and 14.26] ... Thus it teaches 
procession from both; for the Son himself says, ‘He [the Holy Spirit] 
proceeds from the Father.’ And after he had risen from the dead and 
appeared to his disciples, he breathed on them and said, 'Receive the 
Holy Spirit,’ so that he showed them that the Spirit also proceeded 
from himself. And this is the very ‘power’ that ‘went out from him,’ as 
we read in the gospel, ‘and cured all.’ 111 

In this argumentation, it is interesting to note Augustine’s way of drawing 
upon symbolic meanings for his exegesis; but how acute and diligent he was 
can only be seen by reading an earlier passage in his work. 112 

4 Photius seems to have believed that he was arguing against certain indi¬ 
vidual theologians and liturgical innovators, 113 and he appealed to the au¬ 
thority of Popes Celestine, Leo the Great, Vigilius, Agatho, Gregory the 
Great, Adrian 1, Leo hi, Benedict hi, John viii, and Adrian in. 114 But there 
is no doubt that he was wrong in this. 115 

Let it suffice here to transcribe part of the letter of Leo m: 

Leo, bishop, servant of the servants of God to all the Eastern church¬ 
es: We are sending to you this statement of orthodox faith in order 
that you and all the world may hold the faith right and inviolate in ac¬ 
cord with the holy, catholic, and apostolic Roman church. We believe 
in the holy Trinity, that is, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit... 
the Father being from himself and not from another, the Son begot¬ 
ten by the Father ... and the Holy Spirit proceeding equally from the 
Father and the Son, consubstantial and coeternal with the Father and 
the Son. 116 

111 Ibid, xv, xxvi, 45; ml 42, 1092-93. See Augustine, In Ioannem, tract. 99, 6; ml 
35, 1888-89. 

112 Augustine, De Trinitate, iv, xx, 29; ml 42, 908-909. 

113 Amann, ‘Photius,’ dtc xii (24) 1602. 

114 Photius, Mystagogia, 78-89; mg 102, 361-84. The particulars are summarized 
in Lohn, Doctrina Graecorum et Russorum deprocessione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre 
7 8 - 

115 See ibid. 79~97; Arnou, DeDeo Trino 146; Gordillo, Compendium theologiae orien- 
talis 106, n. 2: ‘Besides, it is well known that the See of Rome has constantly 
taught the doctrine of the procession from the Father and the Son ...’ 

116 Mansi, xm, 978; ml 129,1260. Lohn, Doctrina Graecorum et Russorum de proces¬ 
sione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre 32-38, 85-97. 
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Doctrinae patristicae summarium 

1 Explicite poni solet quaestio utrum Spiritus sanctus a solo Patre an a Patre 
Filioque procedat. Qui tamen genesin sententiarura oppositarum e radice 
communi perspicere velit, magis ad proprietates personales attendere 
debet. S. Gregorius Nazianzenus distinxit quattuor: yewr|TG>p, y6wr|pa, 
TtpoPoXeyq, 7tp6pXrjpa, quae Latini dicerent: Genitor, Genitus, Spirator, Spir- 
itus. 117 Idem possibilitatem concipiendi Spiritum ut Deum et tamen non 
Filium illustravit proponendo exemplum Adi, Evae, et Seth, quod tamen 
explicite monuit non esse nisi exemplum idque ab ipsa re divina longissi- 
mum. 11 ® Idem denique de origine Spiritus ex Filio nisi per consuetas ima¬ 
gines et notissimam formulam in Carmine adhibitam non cogitasse 
videtur. 119 Quod minime mirum est. Primus ipse proprietatum divinarum 
enumerationem fecit, neque formaliter quasi quaerens quot sint et que- 
madmodum nominentur, sed materialiter, neque in dissertatione theolo- 
gica sed in oratione publica, eaque potius polemica quam dogmatica. 120 

2 Alibi idem Gregorius, distinctionem a S. Basilio factam inter substan- 
tiam et relationem ad obiectionem Eunomianorum solvendam rhetorice 
adhibuit. 121 Quam tamen notionem non ipse sed Gregorius Nyssenus sys- 
tematice evolvit ut distingueret (1) principium, (2) immediate principia- 
tum, (3) mediate principiatum. Unde et habetur usitatissima Graecorum 
formula, ex Patre per Filium. Neque obstitisse videtur quod apud Didymum 
Alexandrinum, Cyrillum Alexandrinum, Epiphanium Salaminum, Spiritus 
sanctus e Patre Filioque prodire docebatur. 

3 Latini turn quia iam pridem nomen, Deus, pariter de Patre et Filio di- 
cebant, turn quia Hilarius eos de consubstantialilate docuit, turn quia Au¬ 
gustinus Filium esse principium ex Io 8.25 conclusit, turn forte quia idem 
nomen, procedere, apud Io 8.42 de Filio et apud Io 15.26 de Spiritu lege- 
bant, facillime ad formulam, Spiritum ex utroque, pervenerunt seu, ut ad 


120 Quales habuerit auditores ex OraL 29 {theoi 31); MG 36, 96 A. 
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Summary of the teaching of the Fathers 

1 The question is usually explicitly asked whether the Holy Spirit proceeds 
from the Father alone or from the Father and Son. Whoever would wish to 
understand the origin of opposite opinions from a common root must look 
to the personal properties. St Gregory Nazianzen distinguished four: 
yewfitcop, y6wr|jia, itpopoXeui;, 7cpoP^r|p.a, which the Latin Fathers termed 
Genitor, Genitus, Spirator, Spiritus . u? He illustrated the possibility of conceiv¬ 
ing the Spirit as God and yet not as a Son by giving the example of Adam, 
Eve, and Seth, but with the explicit warning that this was merely an example 
and far removed from the reality of God. 118 At the same time, he seems not 
to have thought about the origin of the Spirit from the Son except in terms 
of the usual metaphors and the well-known formula which he used in his 
poem. 119 This is not at all strange. He was the first to list the divine proper¬ 
ties, not formally by asking about their number and names, but materially, 
and not in a theological treatise either, but in a public sermon, one that was 
more polemic than dogmatic. 120 

2 Elsewhere the same Gregory used the distinction made by St Basil be¬ 
tween substance and relation to solve in a rhetorical way an objection of the 
Eunomians. 121 This notion, however, was developed in a systematic way not 
by him but by Gregory of Nyssa in order to distinguish (1) the principle, (2) 
the immediately originated, and (3) the mediately originated. From this 
came the formula most frequently used by the Greeks, ‘from the Father 
through the Son.’ Nor, it seems, was any objection raised against the fact 
that in their writings Didymus of Alexandria, Cyril of Alexandria, and 
Epiphanius of Salamis taught that the Holy Spirit proceeded from the Fa¬ 
ther and the Son. 

3 Because the Latin Fathers for a long time applied the term ‘God’ equal¬ 
ly to the Father and the Son, and Hilary taught them about consubstantial- 
ity, and Augustine concluded from John 8.25 that the Son was a principle, 
and perhaps also because the same verb ‘proceed’ was used in John 8.42 
about the Son and in John 15.26 about the Spirit, they easily arrived at the 


1 17 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 29 ( theologica 3), 2 ; MG 36, 76 C. 

118 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 31 ( theologica 5), 11; mg 36, 144 D. 

119 See above, pp. 562-63. 

120 One may learn the sortofhearers he had from Oratio 27 {theologica 1); [mg 36, 

11-263. 

121 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 29 {theologica 3) ; mg 36, 96 ab. 
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proprietates redeamus, non solum Patrem sed. etiam Filium esse Spirator- 
em dicebant. 

4 Doctrina Photii eatenus habet fundamentum in traditione anteriori 
quatenus ( 1 ) ignoratur evolutio ab Augusdno peracta, (2) praetermittitur 
ea a Gregorio Nysseno effecta, (3) ita intelliguntur prima lineamenta a Gre¬ 
gorio Nazianzeno indicata ut sensu exclusivo sumantur, (4) quodcumque 
Athanasius vel Basilius vel alii de vera et reali dependehtia Spiritus a Filio 
dixerint, hoc nisi secundum intentionem demonstrandi consubstantiali- 
tatem Spiritus vel eius a Filio missionem non acceptatur, et (5) summo 
vigore logico deducuntur quaecumque continentur in imagine Adami, 
Evae, et Abel. 

THESIS 5 

Dogma trinitarium, quod est mysterium proprie dictum, per principia 
homini naturalia neque in se intelligi neque ex effectu demonstrari potest; 
quod ita verura manet etiam post revelationem ut ratio tamen fide illustrata 
ad aliquam Deo dante analogicam atque imperfectam huius mysterii intelli- 
gentiam progredi possit. 

Termini 

dogma trinitarium: quod scilicet Pater est Deus, Filius est Deus, Spiritus sanc- 
tus est Deus, unus est Deus, Pater non est Filius, Filius non est Spiritus sanc- 
tus, Spiritus sanctus non est Pater, et sola trinitas est non quaternitas, db 
432, ds 804. 

mysterium proprie dictum: quod ita in Deo absconditum est ut, nisi divinitus 
revelatur, nobis innotescere non possit, db 1795, ds 3015; distinguitur ergo 
ab aiiis de Deo revelatis quae humanae rationi per se impervia non sunt, db 
1786, ds 3005. 

naturale : quod proportionem naturae non excedit; quod naturam vel 
constituit (materia, forma), vel earn consequitur (potentiae accidentales, 
habitus acquisiti, operationes), vel ab ea exigitur (cOnditiones sub quibus 
convenienter est et operatur). 

principiurtt. primum in aliquo or dine; ubi attenditur maxime ad principia 
cognoscitiva humana (intellectus et sensus) et ad principia in ordine logico 
(veritates per se notae quoad nos). 

intelligere. operatio intellectuals quae potest esse vel circa signification- 
em nominis, vel circa sensum proposition's, vel circa rem; et circa rem 
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formula ‘the Spirit from both’; or, to go back to the properties, they said 
that not only the Father but also the Son was Spirator. 

4 Photius’s doctrine has a basis in the earlier tradition insofar as (1) the' 
development made by Augustine was unknown, (2) Gregory of Nyssa’s de¬ 
velopment was neglected, (3) it was understood that the first outlines 
sketched by Gregory Nazianzen were to be taken in an exclusive sense, (4) 
whatever Athanasius or Basil or others had said about the real and true de¬ 
pendence of the Spirit on the Son was accepted only for the purpose of 
proving the consubstantiality of the Spirit or of his being sent by the Son, 
and (5) and conclusions were deduced with the full force of logic from 
whatever could be found in the image of Adam, Eve, and Abel. 

THESIS 5 

The dogma of the Trinity, which is a mystery in the proper sense, cannot 
through natural human principles be either understood in itself or demon¬ 
strated from its effect. Even after revelation this remains true, although 
reason illumined by faith can, with God’s help, progress towards some im¬ 
perfect analogical understanding of this mystery. 

Terminology 

dogma of the Trinity, that the Father is God, the Son is God, the Holy Spirit is 
God, there is one God, the Father is not the Son, the Son is not the Holy 
Spirit, the Holy Spirit is not the Father, and there is only a trinity, not a qua- 
ternity (db 432, ds 804, nd 318). 

mystery in the strict sense, what is so deeply hidden in God that, unless it is 
divinely revealed, it cannot be known by us (db 1795, ds 3015, nd 131); 
hence, it is different from other revealed truths about God that are not per 
se inaccessible to human reason (db 1786, ds 3005, nd 114). 

natural: that which does not exceed the proportion of a nature; that 
which either constitutes a nature (matter, form) or is consequent upon it 
(accidental potencies, acquired habits, operations) or is required by it 
(conditions under which it exists and operates in an appropriate manner). 

principle, what is first in some order; here, mainly the principles of human 
cognition (intellect and the senses) and principles in a logical order (truths 
that per se are known in relation to us). 

to understand: an intellectual operation that can be either about the 
meaning of a word or about the meaning of a proposition or about a thing. 
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quaestioni respondet vel an sit, vel quid sit, vel utrurri ita sit, vel propter quid 
itasit} 

intelligere in se. operatio intellectualis quae fit circa rem (non nomen, 
proposidonem) etdirecte et immediate ipsam rem attingit. 2 Cf. DB 530: 
vident divinam essentiam visione intuitiva et etiam faciali, nulla mediante 
creatura in ratione obiecti visi se habente, sed divina essenda immediate se 
nude, clare et aperte eis ostendente ...’ 

intelligentia analogical non directe ipsam rem de qua agitur intelligit, sed . 
aliam et similem, qua intellecta secundum similitudinem ad conclusiones 
de ipsa re deducendas procedit. Cf. db 1785,1806, ds 3004, 3026, ubi de in- 
telligentia analogica agitur, eaque naturali; db 1796, ds 3016, ubi de intelli- 
gentia analogica agitur quae fidem supponit et gratiam (‘Deo dante’). 


intelligentia imperfecta : eo imperfectior est intelligentia analogica, quo 
magis a perfecta similitudine deficit res quae immediate intelligitur. Cf. db 
432, ds 806: *... quia inter creatorem et creaturam non potest tanta similitu- 
do notari, quin inter eos maior sit dissimilitudo notanda...’ Quare, db 1796, 
DS 3016: ‘Divina enim mysteria suapte natura intellectum creatum sic exce- 
dunt, ut etiam revelatione tradita et fide suscepta ipsius tamen fidei ve- 
lamine contecta et quadam quasi caligine obvoluta maneant...’ Cf. db 1673, 
ds 2856. 

demonstratio : certa ex certis certo deducere; quod tamen non idem est ac 
apodeixis aristotelica, quae fit in syllogismo universali, positivo, primae 
figurae, ubi terminus medius est causa praecipue formalis unde praedica- 
tum subiecto necessario insit. 3 


2 In nostra experienda intellectuali aliquo modo habetur et aliquo modo non 
habetur ‘rem in se intelligere’: aliquo modo habetur, quatenus non omnis 
nostra intelligentia est in alio seu analogica; aliquo modo non habetur, quate¬ 
nus omnis nostra intelligentia hac in vita per sensibilia mediatur, et ideo adest 
medium intelligendi ex parte obiecti, nempe, ipsius rei sensibilia in quibus 
essentia intelligibilis perspicitur. 


579 Part 2: Five Theses - Thesis 5 

About a thing, it answers the question, Is it? or What is it? or Is it so? or 
Why is it? 1 

to understand something in itself, an intellectual operation that is about a 
thing (not about a word or a proposition) and directly and immediately at¬ 
tains that thing itself. 2 *... [the blessed] see the divine essence in an intuitive 
and even face-to-face vision, without the mediation of any creature as a visi¬ 
ble object but by the divine essence immediately displaying itself to them, 
purely, clearly, and openly (db 530, ds 1000, nd 2305). 

analogical understanding, does not directly understand the thing about 
which it is concerned but some other similar thing, so that through under¬ 
standing the latter in its similarity to the former it proceeds to draw conclu¬ 
sions about the former. See db 1785, db 1806, ds 3004, ds 3026, nd 113, nd 
115 concerning analogical understanding that is natural, and db 1796, ds 
3016, nd 132 concerning analogical understanding that supposes faith and 
grace (‘with God’s help’). 

imperfect understanding, analogical understanding of a thing is the more 
imperfect the greater is its dissimilarity to that which, is directly understood. 
‘... for between Creator and creature no similarity can be expressed without 
implying a greater dissimilarity ...’ (db 432, ds 806, nd 320), Therefore, ‘the 
divine mysteries by their very nature so greatly exceed a created intellect 
that even after being revealed and accepted by faith they nevertheless re¬ 
main covered by the veil of faith itself and, as it were, shrouded in obscurity 
...’ (db 1796, ds 3016, nd 132; see db 1673, °s 2856). 

demonstration: to deduce with certitude certain truths from other certain 
truths. This, however, is not the same as Aristotle’s ‘apodictic proof,’ which 
is had in a syllogism that is universal, positive, and of the first figure, where 
the middle term is the cause, especially the formal cause, of the predicate 
being necessarily in the subject. 3 


1 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, ii, 1; 89b 22-35. Thomas Aquinas, In Aristotelis 
libros Posteriorum analyticorum, 2, lect. 1, §§407-11. 

2 In our intellectual experience we in one way have and in another way do not 
have ‘understanding of a thing in itself.' In one way we do, insofar as not all 
our understanding is in another, or analogical; but in another way we do not, 
insofar as all our understanding in this life is mediated through sensible 
objects, and so there is a medium of understanding on the side of the object, 
namely, the sensible features of a thing in which its intelligible essence is 
grasped. 

S Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, I, 2-14 [7 lb 9 - 79a 33]; Thomas Aquinas, In I Post. 
Anal, lect. 4-26 [§§28-216]. 
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ex effects demonstratio fit vel a priori (ex causa reali), vel a simultaneo 
(ex solo conceptu) vel a posteriori (ex effectu reali). Thesis excludit 
demonstrationem SS. Trinitatis ex effectibus Dei creatoris et universim 
operands, uri apud S. Thomam, Sum. theoL, 1, q. 32, a. 1 ; sed non excludit 
conclusiones ex ipsa divina reveladone easque et veras et certas. 

verum manet etiam post revelationem: ponitur contra Frohschammer, db 
1669, 1673, ds 2851, 2856, Rosmini, db 1915, ds 3225. 

ratio fide illustrate: naturale rationis lumen lumine fidei confortatum quod 
operatur circa verum turn naturaliter no turn turn praecipue divinitus reve- 
latum, cf. db 1796, ds 3016: ‘Ac rado quidem fide illustrata, cum sedulo, pie 
et sobrie quaerit, aliquam Deo dante mysteriorum intelligentiam eamque 
fructuosissimam assequitur turn ex eorum quae naturaliter cognoscit analo- 
gia turn e mysteriorum ipsorum nexu inter se et cum fine hominis ultimo 

progredi possit ille nempe profectus intelligentiae, sciendae, sapientiae, 
de quo db 1800, ds 3020. 

Sensus theseos et partium notae 

1 Dogma trinitarium est mysterium proprie dictum. 

Quod SS. Trinitas a Deorevelata est, e thesibus antecedentibus constat. Hie 
asseritur: (1) negative, dogma trinitarium non inter ea revelata enumeran- 
dum est quae naturaliter cognosci possunt, db 1786, ds 3005; et (2) positive, 
dogma trinitarium ideo est revelatum quia, nisi a Deo revelaretur, nobis in- 
notescere non posset, db 1795,1816, ds 3016, 3041. 

Quae doctrina et in scripturis continetur et in tota tradidone, et ideo de 
fide divina et Catholica est censenda. Imo, rationaliter diceretur hanc veri- 
tatem inter praecipua esse fundamenta eius quod in c. Vaticano definitum 
est, nempe, existere mysteria proprie dicta, db 1816, ds 3041. 

Quaesierit tamen quispiam utrum mysteria proprie dicta naturaliter innotescere 
non possint quoad essentiam an quoad existentiam. Cui respondendum est, quod 
simpliciter dicatur illud secundum quid non esse intelligendum; et ideo erraret qui 
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from its effect, demonstration is either a priori, from a real cause, or a simul¬ 
taneo, from a concept alone, or a posteriori, from a real effect. The thesis ex¬ 
cludes a demonstration of the Trinity from the effects of God as creator and 
as operating universally, as St Thomas points out, Summa theologiae, 1, q. 32, 
a. 1; but it does not exclude conclusions from divine revelation itself, con¬ 
clusions that are both true and certain. 

remains true even after revelation: this is asserted against Frohschammer, db 
1669,1673, ds 2851, 2856, and Rosmini, db 1915, ds 3225. 

reason illumined by faith: the natural light of human reason as strength¬ 
ened by the light of faith which operates in regard to truth both naturally 
known and especially divinely revealed: ‘Reason illumined by faith, when it 
inquires diligently, reverently, and judiciously, with God’s help attains some 
understanding of the mysteries, and that a highly fruitful one, both from 
the analogy of what it naturally knows and from the interconnection of the 
mysteries with one another and with our last end’ (db 1796, ds 3016, nd 
132 ). 

can progress, refers to that progress in the understanding, knowledge, and 
wisdom mentioned by the First Vatican Council (db 1800, ds 3020, nd 

136). 

Meaning of the thesis, and the theological notes of its various parts 

. 1 The trinitarian dogma is a mystery in the proper sense. 

It is clear from the previous theses that the Trinity has been revealed by 
God. Here we assert: (1) negatively, that the dogma of the Trinity is not to 
be found among those revealed truths that can be known naturally (db 
1786, DS 3005, nd 114); and ( 2 ) positively, that the dogma of the Trinity has 
been revealed, because, if it were not revealed, it could never become 
known to us (db 1795, 1816, ds 3015, 3041, nd 131, 137). 

This doctrine is contained both in scripture and in the whole of tradition, 
and therefore is to be deemed as being of divine and catholic faith. Indeed, 
this truth is reasonably said to be among the principal foundations of what 
was defined in Vatican 1, namely, that there exist mysteries in the proper 
sense (db 1816, ds 3041, nd 137). 

However, one might ask whether it is as to their essence or as to their ex¬ 
istence that mysteries in the proper sense cannot be known naturally. The 
answer to this must be that what is stated without qualification is not to be 
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sive essentiam sive existentiam mysterii proprie died assereret naturaiiter notam. At- 
tamen non ideo omnes theseos partes sunt simul probandae: sed in hac prima parte 
simpliciter ponitur quod simpiiciter in scripturis docetur, nempe, ‘nemo novit’; in 
posterioribus autem partibus exponitur quod in scripturis additum est, ‘nisi cui 
voluerit Fiiius revelare,' ut scilicet mysterium per suam essendam noil cognoscatur 
nisi in visione Dei immediate, mysterii autem existenda per revelationem et fidem 
innotescat, eiusdem denique intelligentia quaedam imperfecta et analogica per ra- 
tionem fide illustratam haberi possit. 


2 SS. Trinitas per principia homini naturalia in se intelligi non potest. 

Nulla est distinctio realis inter divinam essentiam et vel divinam personam, 
vel personalem proprietatem, relationem, processionem; nam Deus sim¬ 
plex est. Quare, qui divinam essentiam in se intelligit, etiam SS. Trinitatem 
in se intelligit; et vicissim qui SS. Trinitatem in se intelligit, divinam essen¬ 
tiam in se intelligit. 

Idem ergo est sensus huius partis ac in thesibus de Deo uno: (1) homo 
hac in vita naturaiiter Deum non cognoscit nisi mediate; (2) visio Dei im¬ 
mediata est absolute supernaturalis. 4 

Nota huius partis est fidei proximo, vel saltern theologice certa. Nam de fide 
divina et Catholica est, dogma trinitarium esse mysterium proprie dictum; 
et de fide defmitum est, mysteria proprie dicta per rationem rite excultam 
e principiis naturalibus intelligi non posse, db 1816, ds 3041. 


3 SS. Trinitas per principia homini naturalia ex effectu demonstrari non 
potest. 

Quo asserto distinguitur analogia quam adhibet theologia naturalis ab ana- 
logia quae de SS. Trinitate proponi potest. 

Quod enim Deus existit, est perfectione infinitus, est intelligens, volens. 
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understood as meant in some qualified way. Therefore one would err in as¬ 
serting that either the essence or the existence of a mystery in the proper 
sense is known naturally. Nevertheless, it does not follow from this that all 
the parts of the thesis are to be proved together; rather, the first part sim¬ 
ply states what is simply taught in scripture, namely, ‘no one knows’; the 
subsequent parts expound what is added in scripture, ‘except one to whom 
the Son chooses to reveal’ [Matthew 11.27], so that the mystery in its es¬ 
sence is not known except in the immediate vision of God, the existence of 
the mystery is known through revelation and faith, and a certain imperfect 
analogical understanding of it can be had through reason illumined by 
faith. 

2 The Trinity cannot be understood in itself through natural human 
principles. 

There is no real distinction between the divine essence and either a divine 
person or a personal property, relation, or procession; for God is simple. 
Therefore, one who understands the divine essence in itself also under¬ 
stands the Trinity in itself; and conversely, one who understands the Trinity 
in itself understands the divine essence in itself. 

The meaning of this part, therefore, is the same as in the theses bn God 
as one: (1) in this life we can know God in a natural way only mediately; and 
(2) the immediate vision of God is absolutely supernatural. 4 

The theological note of this part is that it is proximate to faith, or at least 
theologically certain. For it is a matter of divine and catholic faith that the 
trinitarian dogma is a mystery in the proper sense; and it has been defined 
as a matter of faith that mysteries in the proper sense cannot be under¬ 
stood from natural principles by properly developed reason (DB 1816, DS 
3041, nd 137): 

3 The Trinity cannot through natural human principles be demonstrated 
from its effect. 

This assertion distinguishes the analogy used in natural theology from the 
analogy that can be proposed concerning the Trinity. 

For the fact that God exists, is infinite in perfection, is intelligent, wills, is 

4 See Heinrich Lennerz, DeDeo uno (ad usurn auditorum ), 5th ed. (Rome: 

Gregorian University Press, 1955) 64-81,108-27. 
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liber, etc., nisi analogice a nobis hac in vita non cognoscitur. Quae tamen 
omnes conclusiones ex effectibus creatis certo concluduntur. 

Ubi autem theologus secundum Vaticanum, db 1796, ds 3016, aliquam 
quaerit intelligentiam SS. Trinitatis, et post S. Augustinum, S. Thomam, 
aliosque et permultos theologos, analogiam quandam proponit psychologi- 
cam, de se nihil facit nisi hypothesin, ut scilicet cogitet quidem quin adhuc 
cognoscat. 

Quod si hanc cogitationem supponit esse cognitionem, et consecution- 
em caeterorum ex radice hypothetica esse rei demonstrationem, errat 
omnino. Ex conceptibus enim solis non sequuntur nisi conceptus, sicut in 
argumento a simultaneo. 

Sin autem cogitationem seu hypothesin qua talem agnoscit, et e rebus 
creatis, qui creatorem manifestant, demonstrationem a posteriori quaerit, 
tentat impossibile. Quod hac in parte probandum est. 

Cuius nota eadem est ac in parte altera, nempe, proximum Jidei vel saltern 
theologice cerium. Nam mysteria proprie dicta per principia naturalia demon- 
strari non possunt, DB 1816, ds 3041. 



free, and so forth, is known to us in this life only analogically. All these con¬ 
clusions from created effects are nonetheless arrived at with certitude. 

When theologians, however, in accord with the First Vatican Council (db 
1796, ds 3016, nd 132) seek some understanding of the Trinity, and, follow¬ 
ing St Augustine, St Thomas, and many other theologians, propose a psy¬ 
chological analogy, they are simply making a hypothesis, so that they are 
indeed thinking but so far do not know. 

If they suppose that this thinking is knowing, and that further deduction 
from this hypothetical root is a demonstration of the matter, they are very 
much mistaken. For from concepts alone only concepts follow, as in the 
case of reasoning a simultaneo. 

But if they acknowledge thinking or hypothesis to be such as it is and seek 
an a posteriori demonstration [of the Trinity] from created things, which re¬ 
veal the Creator, they are attempting the impossible. We shall prove this in 
this part of the thesis. 

The theological note of this part is the same as for the second part, name¬ 
ly, it is proximate to faith or at least theologically certain. For mysteries in the 
proper sense cannot be demonstrated through natural principles (db 1816, 
ds 3041, nd 137). 


4 Quod verum manet etiam post revelationem. 

Haec pars contra eos ponitur qui mysteria proprie dicta ante revelationem 
quidem per principia naturalia nec intelligi nec demonstrari posse conce- 
derent sed eadem post revelationem ad disciplinam philosophicam seu na- 
turalem hominis scientiam revocare voluerunt. 

Quorum sententia damnata est ut falsa et erronea, db 1669, ds 2852, et alie- 
na omnino a Catholicae Ecclesiae doctrina, >db 1673, ds 2857. 

5 Ratio fide illustrata ad aliquam Deo dante analogicam atque imper- 
fectam huius mysterii intelligentiam progredi potest. 

Quod assertum est doctrina Catholica, db 1796, 1800, ds 3016, 3020, et qui¬ 
dem solemniter declarata, db 1781, ds 3000. 

Ratio illustratur turn (1) fide qua creditur quatenus ipsum internum in- 
quisitionis principium lumine fidei et divino auxilio confortatur, turn (2) 


4 This remains true even after revelation. 

This part is against those who would concede that prior to revelation mys¬ 
teries in the proper sense can be neither understood nor demonstrated 
through natural principles, but would claim that after revelation they take 
their place as a philosophical discipline or a natural human science. 

This opinion was condemned as false and erroneous (db 1669, ds 2852) 
and completely at variance with the teaching of the Catholic Church (db 1673, DS 
2857 ). • 

5 Reason illumined by faith can, with God’s help, progress to some im¬ 
perfect analogical understanding of this mystery. 

This assertion is Catholic doctrine (db 1796,1800, ds 3016, 3020, nd 132,136), 
and indeed solemnly declared (db 1781, ds 3000). 

Reason is illumined both (1) by the faith by which one believes, inasmuch 
as one’s interior principle of inquiry is strengthened by the light of faith 
and divine assistance, and (2) by the faith which is believed, inasmuch as the 
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fide quae creditur quatenus obiectum inquisitionis per dogmata et alia in 
magisterio posita determinatur. 

Intelligentia de qua agitur est ipsius mysterii seu theologica; ipsum enim 
Deum respicit. Cum tamen iam sit exclusa intelligentia Dei in se, remanet 
ut haec intelligentia sit mediata; et cum praeterea exclusa sit demonstratio 
ex creatis, remanet ut haec intelligentia sit mediata per verbum Dei revela- 
tum. 

Eadem intelligentia est progressiva, db 1800, ds 3020; quare qualis sit, ex 
intelligentia iam adepta et ab ecclesia definita colligitur, nempe, ex intelli¬ 
gentia Filii Patri consubstantialis, Spiritus sancti Patri et Filio consubstantia- 
lis, distinctions inter communia et propria, inter substantiam et personas. 


Eadem intelligentia est analogica. Quod enim in se non intelligitur, aut 
per similitudinem ad aliud intelligitur aut nullo modo. Nisi analogica ergo 
non est nostra conceptio et cognitio substantiae divinae, personae divinae, 
proprietatis personalis, relationis, processionis. 

Eadem intelligentia est imperfecta. Ubi enim infinitum secundum analo- 
giam finiti cognoscitur, maior semper est nescientia quam scientia (cf. db 
432, ds 804). Quare, ratio etiam fide illustrata et Deo adiuta numquam ‘ido- 
nea redditur ad ea (mysteria) perspicienda instar veritatum, quae propri- 
um obiectum constituunt,’ db 1796, ds 3016. 

Proprium obiectum intellectus humani hac in vita est ‘quidditas sive 
natura in matreria corporali existens,’ 5 ubi materia corporalis sensu in- 
notescit, quidditas seu natura est id ipsum quod intelligendo cognosci¬ 
tur, quidditatem autem in materia corporali existere per iudicium afiirma- 
tur. 

Intra hoc obiectum proprium non iacent substantiae immateriales crea- 
tae, 6 et multo minus substantia immaterialis increata 7 Quare, S. Thomas 
inculcat nos hac in vita non cognoscere quid sit Deus. 8 Nam apud eum 
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object of one’s inquiry is determined by dogmas and other statements of 
the magisterium. 

The understanding we are speaking of is an understanding of the mystery 
itself; it is theological, for it is about God. However, since an understanding 
of God in himself has already been excluded, it remains that this under¬ 
standing is mediated; and since, moreover, demonstration from created 
things has been ruled out, it remains that this understanding is mediated by 
the revealed word of God. 

This same understanding is progressive (db 1800, ds 3020, nd 136). The 
nature of this understanding, therefore, can be gathered from the under¬ 
standing already acquired and defined by the church, that is to say, from 
the understanding of the Son as consubstantial with the Father, of the 
Holy Spirit as consubstantial with the Father and the Son, and of the dis¬ 
tinction between common and proper attributes and between substance 
and persons. 

It is an analogical understanding. For what is not understood in itself ei¬ 
ther is understood through some similarity to something else or is not un¬ 
derstood at all. Therefore, our conception and knowledge of divine 
substance, divine person, personal property, relation, and procession is 
only analogical. 

It is an imperfect understanding. For when the infinite is known through 
an analogy to what is finite, there is always more that is unknown than is 
known (see db 432, ds 804, nd 318). Hence reason, even illumined by faith 
and helped by God, ‘never becomes capable of understanding (the myster¬ 
ies) as it does those truths that constitute its proper object’ (db 1796, DS 
3016, nd 132). 

The proper object of the human intellect in this life is ‘the quiddity or 
nature existing in corporeal matter,’ 5 where corporeal matter is known by 
the senses, the quiddity or nature is the very thing that is known by under¬ 
standing, and the quiddity existing in corporeal matter is affirmed to exist 
through a judgment. 

Created immaterial substances do not fall within this proper object, 6 and 
much less does the uncreated immaterial substance. 7 Thus, St Thomas in¬ 
sists that in this life we do not know what God is. 8 For him, to know what a 

5 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologian, l, q. 84, a. 7 c. 

6 Ibid. q. 88, aa. 1 and 2. 

7 Ibid. a. 3. 

8 Ibid. q. 2, a. 1 c.; q. 3, Introd.; q. 12, a. 12, ad 1m; a. 13, ad 1m. 
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idem dicit cognoscere quid sit ac cognoscere per essentiam; 9 unde ex natu- 
ralitate quaestionis, quid sit Deus, conclusit nos naturaliter desiderare 
Deum per essentiam cognoscere. 10 

Proinde, propositio est perse nota, ubi praedicatum est de ratione subiec- 
ti; et propositio est perse nota quoad nos, ubi nos cognoscimus quid sit praed¬ 
icatum et quid sit subiectum. 11 Quia ergo hac in vita non cognoscimus quid 
sit Deus, nullae sunt nobis propositiones per se notae quoad nos, quarum 
subiectum est Deus. 12 

Quod maximi momenti est in tota theoria trinitaria consideranda. Nihil 
enim in Deo est quod non realiter cum Deo identificatur. Quia ergo non 
cognoscimus quid sit Deus, pariter non cognoscimus quid sit intelligere di- 
vinum, quid sit verbum divinum, quid sit amor divinus, quid sit vel genera- 
tio vel spiratio vel processio vel relatio vel proprietas vel actus notionalis vel 
aliud quidpiam realiter cum Deo identicum. Deficiente hac cognitione 
quidditativa, pariter deficiunt propositiones per se notae quoad nos; quibus 
deficientibus, deficit pariter omnis demonstratio scientifica ex principiis 
per se notis quoad nos ad conclusiones necessarias. 

Theologica ergo mysterii intelligentia (1) non est visio Dei immediata, 
(2) non est scientifica ex principiis per se notis quoad nos, quae visionem 
immediatam supponeret, (3) non est analogica et demonstrata ex creatis, 
uti in theologia naturali, (4) sed est analogica et in ipso verbo Dei revelato 
fundata. 

Denique 13 tandem haec analogica mysterii intelligentia est obscura, nam 
ratio, fide illustrata, ‘numquam idonea redditur ad ea [mysteria] per- 


9 Vide Arist., Metaphys, z, 17, ubi sensus quaestionis, quid sit, investigate. Plura 
apud B. Lonergan, Theol Studies, vm (1946) 359 ss. Cave tamen in posteriori- 
bus theologis Iegendis ne eos omnes censeas eodem modo intellexisse ex- 
pressionem technicam, quid sit. 


12 Quod parum perspexisse videtur Dom C. Vagaggini, La hantise des ratiohes 
necessariae de saint Anselme dans la theologie des processions trinitaires 
de saint Thomas, Spidlegium Beccense, 1, pp. 103-30, Paris 1959. 
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thing is is the same as to know it through its essence, 9 and therefore from 
the naturalness of our question, ‘What is God?’ he concludes that we have a 
natural desire to know God'through his essence. 10 

Further, a proposition in which the predicate is of the essence of the sub¬ 
ject is a proposition perse nota, known in itself; and when we know what the 
predicate is and what the subject is, the proposition is per se nota quoad nos, 
known in itself with respect to us. 11 Since, therefore, in this life we do not 
know what God is, there are for us no propositions about God that are 
known to us in themselves. 12 

This is of the utmost importance in the whole of trinitarian theory. For 
there is nothing in God that is not really identical with God. Since we do not 
know what God is, we likewise do.not know what divine understanding is or 
what the divine word is or what divine love is, or what is meant by genera¬ 
tion or spiration or procession or relation or property or notional act or 
anything else whatever that is really identical with God. When this quiddita- 
tive knowledge is lacking, propositions about God that are kndwn to us in 
themselves are likewise lacking; and without them there is likewise no ex¬ 
planatory demonstration leading to necessary conclusions from principles 
known to us in themselves. 

Thus a theological understanding of die mystery (1) is not an immediate 
vision of God, {2) is not explanatory from principles known to us in them¬ 
selves, which would suppose an immediate vision of God, (3) is not an ana¬ 
logical demonstration from created things, as in natural theology, but (4) is 
analogical, grounded upon the revealed word of God. 

Finally, 13 this analogical understanding of the mystery is obscure, be¬ 
cause reason, illumined by faith, ‘never becomes capable of understanding 


9 See Aristotle, Metaphysics, vii, 17 [1041a 7 - 1041b 33], where he investigates 
the meaning of the question, What is it? More in Lonergan, Verbum 192-96. In 
reading later theologians, be careful not to suppose that they all understand 
the technical question, What is it? in the same way. 

10 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theobgiae, 1-2, q. 3, a. 8; see 1, q. 12; Summa contra 
Gentiles, 3, cc. 25-63. [See Verbum 48, note 164, where Lonergan adds ‘seeesp. 
cc. 25, 48, 60, 63.] 

11 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, 1, q. 2, a. 1 c. 

12 This seems to have not been fully understood by Dom C. Vagaggini, ‘La 
hantise des rationes necessariae de saint Anselme dans la theologie des proces¬ 
sions trinitaires de saint Thomas,’ Spidlegium Beccense, I: Congres International 
du IXe Centenaire de Vccrriveed'Ansdme au Bee (Paris - . Vrin, 1959) 103-39. 

13 [This and the next two paragraphs replace one longer paragraph that 
appeared in the 1961 edition. See below, pp. 708-709.] 
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spicienda instar veritatum, quae proprium ipsius obiectum constituunt,’ db 
1796, ds 3016. 

Quod sane non omnem positivam mysterii intelligentiam excludit ut ni¬ 
hil attingi possit nisi contradictionis absentia; ita'enim tolleretur fructuosis- 
sima ilia intelligentia quam eodem in loco affirmavit atqiie laudavit c. 
Vatican um 1. 

Neque ex alia parte aequiparari potest mysterii obscuritas cum ilia quam 
in cognitione naturali communiter experimur. Quae enim naturaliter de 
Deo cognoscimus atque demonstramus, non omnia perfecte reconcilia- 
mus. Quinimo, cum analogica sit haec naturalis de Deo cognitio, non sol¬ 
um plus ignoratur quam cognoscitiir (db 432, ds 806), sed edam ipsa haec 
ignorantia claram intelligentiam quodammodo impedit. At longe maior in 
mysteriis est obscuritas, ubi reconciliari oportet, non ea quae naturalis ratio 
excogitat atque demonstrat, sed ea quae ita in Deo sunt abscondita ut. 
suapte natura intellectum creatum excedant (db 1796, ds 3016). :14 

Obicitur tamen modum loquendi a S. Thoma'adhibitum, nos scilicet hac in vita 
nescire quid sit Deus, valde esse ambiguum et facillime in errorem conducere 
eorum qui omnem Dei cognitionem etiam analogicam negent. 

Respondetur (1) exaggerari videri periculum ambiguitatis, cum nemo crederet S. 
Thomam implicite negasse cognitionem Dei etiam analogicam, (2) non parva esse 
inconvenientia atque pericula quae oriuntur ex ignorantia sensus quaestionis, quid 
sit, et (3) hac depulsa ignorantia omnem tolti difficultatem. Iam vero qui theolo- 
giam docet, et ignorantiam depellere et cognitionem S. Thomae augere et difficul- 
tates de medio tollere debet. 


Adversarii 

1 Alii apud ethnicos doctrinam trinitariam se invenisse opinati sunt: ita Cle¬ 
mens Alexandrinus earn apud Platonem detexit; 15 Origenes Spiritum sanc¬ 
tum sine revelatione cognosci negavit, Verbum autem in divinis esse ab 
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(the mysteries) as it does those truths that constitute its proper object’ (db 
1796, ds 3016, nd 132). 

This, of course, does not rule out all positive understanding of the mys¬ 
tery so that nothing can be attained except the absence of contradiction. If 
that were true, there would be lacking that very fruitful understanding af¬ 
firmed and commended by Vatican 1 in the passage referred to above. 

On the other hand, this obscurity of the mystery cannot be equated with 
what we commonly experience in our natural knowledge. For we do notr 
perfectly account for everything that we naturally know and demonstrate 
concerning God. In fact, since this natural knowledge of God is analogical, 
not only is there more that is unknown than is known (db 432, ds 8o6, nd 
318), but also this very ignorance itself is in some ways a hindrance to a clear 
understanding. But the obscurity is much greater in the case of mysteries, 
where it is not what natural reason discovers and demonstrates that must be 
accounted for, but all that is so deeply hidden in God that by its very nature 
it is beyond the created intellect (db 1796, ds 3016, nd 132), 14 

There is the objection, however, that.St Thomas’s manner of speaking, 
namely, that in this life we do not know what God is, is very ambiguous and 
easily leads to the error of those who deny all knowledge of God, even ana¬ 
logical. 

In reply to this we would say (1) that the danger of ambiguity seems exag¬ 
gerated,. since no one would believe that St Thomas implicitly denied even 
analogical knowledge of God, (2) that there are quite a few misapprehen¬ 
sions and dangers that arise from ignorance of the meaning of the ques¬ 
tion, What is it? and (3) that once this ignorance is banished all difficulty 
disappears. But a teacher of theology ought to banish ignorance and in¬ 
crease knowledge of St Thomas, and clear up difficulties. 

Adversaries 

1 Some writers were of the opinion that they had found the doctrine of the 
Trinity among the pagans. Thus Clement of Alexandria detected it in the 
works of Plato. 15 Origen denied that the Holy Spirit was known apart from 
revelation, but admitted that the pagans had knowledge of the Word in 


14 See Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics 160-69. 

15 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, v, 14; 103, i;Stahlin, n (gcs 15) 395,4-396, 
2. 
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ethnicis cognitum admisit. 16 Recentiores fontium investigatores ubi 
nomen, Verbum, Spiritus, tria, vident, facilius dogma Catholicum natu- 
raliter ortum concludunt. 17 

2 Alii tanta audacia processerunt ut ad rationem mysterii eos satis attend¬ 
ee haud dici posset. Ita Gnostici mentalitate sua pseudo-symbolica nt 
interpretati sunt. 18 Eunomius nostram Dei cognitionem esse comprehensi- 
vam duxit. 19 Roscelinus (ob. post 1120) in tritheismum speculando decli- 
navit. 20 Abaelardus (ob. 1142) proprietates personales cum essentialibus 
confudit et in sabellianismum processit; 21 ex Rom 1.20 non solum SS. Trin- 
itatem sed etiam earn ab ethnicis cognitam probavit. 22 

3 Non defuerunt auctores mediaeyales qui non satis perspexerint quan¬ 
tum intercedat inter verum per se notum quoad se et verum per se notum quoad 
nos, unde modo quodam confuso rationibus necessariis doctrinam trinitar- 
iam.ita ornare contenderunt 23 ut tamen incomprehensibilitatem mysterii 
simul fere affirmarent. 


20 Ex eo quod solus Films est incarnatus, probavit Patrem et Filium et Spiritum 
esse non unam sed tres res. Vide Ajnselmum, Define Trimtads, 1; ml 158,262 a; 
Roscelinum, Epist. ad Abaelardum, ml 178, 357-72. 

21 Abaelardus, TheoL ckrist. lib. V, 1, 2; ml 178, 1126 b: ‘Nomine vero Patris, ut 
diximus, Potentia designatur, nomine Filii Sapientia, nomine Spiritus sancti 
bonus effectus erga creaturas.’ Sic et non, 5-25, ml 178,1358-86, auctoritates 
de re trinitaria apparenter oppositas collegit. Damnatus est c. Senonesi, anno 
1140 vel 1141, db 368-70,372,387; ds 721 s., 724. 


23 Praetereundum non est non parum dependere claram cogitationem de mys- 
terio a clara et exacta distinctione inter ordinem naturalem et supernatu- 
ralem, cf. db 1795. Sed obierunt Anselmus, anno U 09 > Richardus, anno H 73 » 
neque tamen ante annum circiter 1230 excogitatum atque expositum esse 
videtur theorema systematicum quod duos ordines entitadve inter se distinc- 
tos describit. Quam rem, postquam in multis studiis investigavit et variis in 
periodicis publicavit, A. Landgraf tractavit, DogmengeschichtederFruhscholastik, 
1, Die Gnadenlahre, 2 vol., Regensburg 1952 s. Conspectum invenies apud B. 
Lonergan, Theol. Stud. 2 (1941) 289 ss.; Z. Alszeghy, Greg. 31 (1950) 4 Hss- 
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their religions. 16 When modern investigators of the sources see the words 
‘Word,’ ‘Spirit,’ or ‘three,’ they all too easily conclude to a natural origin 
for the Catholic doctrine. 17 

2 Others have proceeded with such boldness that they could hardly be 
said to have paid any attention to the meaning of mystery. Thus the Gnos¬ 
tics interpreted the New Testament according to their pseudo-symbolic 
mentality. 18 Eunomius considered our knowledge of God to be compre¬ 
hensive. 19 Roscelin (ob. after 1120) inclined towards tritheism in his specu¬ 
lations. 20 Abelard (ob. 1142) confused personal with essential properties 
and ended in Sabellianism; 21 from Romans 1.20 he proved not only the 
Trinity itself but also that it was known by pagans. 22 

3 There were not a few medieval authors who failed to grasp the differ¬ 
ence between a truth known in itself with respect to itself and a truth known in 
itself with respect to us. Hence, somewhat confusedly, they attempted to en¬ 
hance their trinitarian doctrine with necessary reasons, 23 while still at the 
same time affirming the incomprehensibility of the mystery. 

16 Origen, Deprincipiis, 1,3,1; Koetschau (gcs 22) 49, 1-19. 

17 See Johannes Brinktrine, DieLehrevoh Gott, 11: Von der gottlichen Trinitat (Pad- 
erborn: Ferdinand Schoning, 1954) 183-212, where the various pertinent 
sources and the opinions proposed are related. 

18 See above, pp, 79-81, 208-11. 

19 See X. Le Bachelet, ‘Eunomius,’ dtc v (10) 1507-11. 

20 From the fact that only the Son is incarnate he proved that the Father and the 
Son and the Holy Spirit were not one but three things. See Anselm, De fide 
Trinitatis et de Incamatione Verbi contra blasphemias Ruzelini sive Roscelini, 1; ML 
158, 262 a; Roscelin, Epistula XV ad Abaelardum, ml 178, 357 - 72 . 

21 Abelard, Theologiae Christianaelibri v, i, 2; ml 178,1126 b: ‘The name, “Father,” 
designates power, “Son” designates wisdom, and “Holy Spirit” designates 
good effects among creatures.’ In Sicet non, 5-25, ml 178,1358-86, he collects 
apparently contradictory authorities concerning the Trinity. He was con¬ 
demned by the Council of Sens, 1140 or 1141, db 368-70,372,387, DS 721-22, 
724 . 

22 Abelard, Theologiae Christianae libri v , 11; ml 178, 1171 A - 1172 A. 

23 One must not overlook the fact that clear thinking about a mystery depends 
to a great extent upon a clear and exact distinction between the natural order 
and the supernatural order; see db 1795, Ds.3015, nd 131. But Anselm died in 
1109, Richard in 1 173, and yet it was apparendy only around the year 1230 that 
the systematic theorem was worked out and proposed describing these two 
orders as entitatively distinct. After investigating this point in numerous stud¬ 
ies and writing about it in various journals, Artur Michael Landgraf treated it 
in his Dogmengeschichte derFruscholastik, 1, Die Gnadenlehre, 2vols. (Regensburg: 
Friedrich Pusten, 1952). For an overview on this matter, see Lonergan, Grace 
andFreedom (cwl 1) 3-20; Zoltan Alszeghy, ‘La teologia dell’Ordine sopran- 
naturale nella scolastica antica,’ Gregorianum 31 (1950) 414-50. 
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S. Anselmus, Monologion, 64: ‘Sufficere namque debere existimo rem incompre- 
hensibilem indaganti, si ad hoc ratiocinando pervenerit ut earn certissime esse cog- 
noscat, etiamsi penetrare nequeat intellectu quomodo itasit ... ,24 

Richardus a S. Victore, De Trinitate, I, 4: ‘Erit itaque intentionis nostrae in hoc 
opere ad ea que credimus, in quantum Dominus dederit, non modo probabiles 
verum etiam necessarias rationes adducere ... Credo namque sine dubio quoniam 
ad quorumlibet explanationem quae necesse est esse, non modo probabilia immo 
etiam necessaria argumenta non deesse, quamvis ilia interim contingat nostram in- 
dustriam latere.’ 25 

Summa fratris Alexandri, I, inq. 2, tr. l, q. 1, tit 1:295: ‘Impossibile igitur est secun¬ 
dum Damascenum quod Deus non generet.’ 26 Sed Damascenus factum generation- 
is divinae a revelatione accepit, et necessitatem a ratione humana non petivit. 37 

Raymundus Lullus, ob. 1316, pluralitatem in Deo atque processiones divinas de 
necessitate demonstrate voluit. 28 

4 Saec. xvi dogma trinitarium negatum est a Socinianis, db 993, et postea 
a deistis et rationalistis. Hegel illud verissimum reputavit sed intra suum 
systema philosophicum et idealisticum esse assumendum atque transfor- 
mandum duxit. 29 


St Anselm, Monologion, 64: ‘I think it ought to be sufficient for one who is 
investigating something that is incomprehensible if in his reasoning he ar¬ 
rives at that point where he knows for certain that it exists, even though he 
cannot by his intellect grasp its nature ,..’ 24 

Richard of St Victor, De Trinitate, 1, 4: ‘It will be our intention, therefore, 
in this work to adduce, as far as the Lord enables us, not only probable rea¬ 
sons but also necessary ones for the truths we hold ... For I believe without 
doubt that for an explanation of anything that exists necessarily, there exist 
not only probable but even necessary arguments, although for the time be¬ 
ing it may happen that they elude our best efforts.’ 25 

Summa fratris Alexandri, 1, inq. 2, tr. 1, q. 1, tit. I; 295: ‘Therefore, accord¬ 
ing to Damascene, it is impossible for God not to generate.’ 26 But St John 
Damascene accepted the fact of divine generation from revelation and did 
not seek necessary human reasons for it. 27 

Raymond Lull (ob. 1316) wanted to demonstrate from necessity both 
multiplicity in God and the divine processions. 28 

4 The dogma of the Trinity was denied by the Socinians in the sixteenth 
century (db 993, ds 1880, nd 707) and later by deists and rationalists. Hegel 
considered it to be entirely true, but thought that it had to be assumed and 
transformed within his idealist philosophical system. 29 

24 ml 158, 210 b; or F.S. Schmitt, ed., S. Anselmi cantuariensis archiepiscopi opera 
omniai, 75,1-3 (Edinburgh: Thomas Nelson etFilios, 1946). Studies: J. 
Bayart, ‘The Concept of Mystery according to St. Anselm of Canterbury,’ 
Recherches de Theologie ancienne et medievale 9 (1937) 125-66; P. Vignaux, ‘Struc¬ 
ture et sens du Monologion,’ Revue des sciences philosophiques et theologiques 3 1 
(1947) 192-212: Renato Perino, La doltrina trinitaria di S. Anselmo: nel quadro 
del suo metodo teologico e del suo concetto di Dio (Rome: ‘Orbis Catholicus,’ 
Herder, 1952); Henri Bouillard, Karl Barth, vol. 3: Parole deDieu et existence 
humaine, deuxiemepartie (Paris: Aubier, 1957) 143-70; Henri Bouillard, ‘La 
preuve de Dieu dans le “Proslogion" et son interpretation par Karl Barth,’ in 
Spicilegium Beccense 1: Congres International du TXe Centenaire de l 'arrivee d Anselme 
au Bee (Paris: Vrin, 1959) 191-207. 

25 ml 196, 892 c; or Richard de Saint-Victor, De Trinitate: Texte critique avec intro¬ 
duction, notes et tables, ed. Jean Ribaillier (Paris: Vrin, 1958) 89. Albert Marie 
Ethier, Le De Trinitate’de Richard de Saint-Victor (Paris: Vrin; Ottawa: Institut 
d’etudes medievales, 1939); Gervais Dumeige, Richard de Saint-Victor et Tidee 
chrelienne de I’amour (Paris: Presses universitaries de France, 1952). 

26 Published under the name of Alexander of Hales (Quaracchi: Ex Typogrphia 
collegii S. Bonaventurae, 1924-48), 1, 416, resp., ad fin. For the authors, see 
vol. iv, 1, pp. ccclxi-ccclxvii. 

27 John Damascene, De fide orthodoxa, 1,6; mg 94, 801 c - 804 B. 

28 Quotations from Lull can be found in d’Ales, DeDeo Trino 104-105. 

29 See above, p. 423. 
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Sub influxu hegeliano A. Gunther (1783-1871) systema evolvitin quo: 

L’esprit prend conscience de lui-meme selon le mode ternaire de la these, de 
1’and these et de la synthese: en s’opposant soi-meme comme objet a soi- 
meme comme sujet et en affirmant l’identite de l’un et de l’autre. Ainsi en 
est-il en Dieu; l’objet contemple, ou le Fils, s’oppose reellement au sujet con* 
templant, le Pere; et l’unite du contemple et du contemplant est l’Esprit 
Saint. Gunther va plus loin: d’une part il montre que l’aseite entraine neces- 
sairement la conscience de soi par intuidon, d’autre part que tout esprit qui 
aurait l’intuition de lui-meme serait necessairement trinite; et c’est une des 
raisons apportees pour nier que l’ange ait intuidon de son essence.’ 30 


J. Frohschamer (1821-93) philosophiam construxit ‘Christianam,’ in 
qua laudatur ‘ratio historice exculta,’ quae quidem ipso processu historico 
non solum edocta sed etiam quodammodo transformata capax fit scienti- 
fice et philosophice ea tractandi quae olim erant mysteria. Praerequiritur 
scilicet mysteriorum revelatio, quae tamen non solum rationi novum dat 
obiectum, sed etiam decursu temporum ipsam rationem, intrinsece non 
staticam sed progressivam, crescere atque evolvi facit. Quare, etsi olim veri- 
tates naturaliter notae et divinitus revelatae convenienter disringuerentur, 
iam sublata distinctione in altiorem quandam synthesin naturalium et su- 
pernaturalium sunt recipiendae. Quern progressum minime impedire 
potest vel debet auctoritas ecclesiastica, sed plena libertas scientiae et 
philosophiae vindicanda est. Condemnatus, db 1666 ss., DS 2850 ss., mini¬ 
me se submisit. 31 

A. Rosmini-Serbati (1787-1855) necessariam quandam etsi indirectam et 


Influenced by Hegel. A. Gunther (1783-1871) developed a system in 
which 

The spirit becomes conscious of itself according to the threefold way 
of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis, that is, by opposing itself as object 
to itself as subject and then affirming the idendty between the one 
and the other. So it is with God: the object contemplated, the Son, is 
really opposed to the subject contemplating, the Father; and the uni¬ 
ty of the one contemplated and the one contemplating is the Holy 
Spirit. Gunther goes further: he shows, on the one hand, that aseity 
necessarily entails consciousness of self through intuition, and, on 
the other hand, that every spirit that would have an intuition of itself 
would necessarily be a trinity; and this is one of the reasons for deny¬ 
ing that an angel has an intuition of its own essence. 30 

J. Frohschammer (1821-93) constructed a ‘Christian philosophy’ in 
which he praised ‘reason cultivated historically,' which not only when well 
developed by this historical process but also in some way transformed by it 
becomes capable of treating scientifically and philosophically what in the 
past were mysteries. Revelation of the mysteries is of course a prerequisite, 
which nevertheless gives to reason not only a new object, but also in the 
course of time makes reason, which is intrinsically not static but progres¬ 
sive, to grow and develop. Therefore, even if previously it was fitting to dis¬ 
tinguish between truths known naturally and those divinely revealed, now 
with this distinction abolished they must be brought into a higher synthesis 
of natural and supernatural truths. Ecclesiastical authority cannot or ought 
not in any way impede such progress, but full freedom must be claimed for 
science and philosophy. He was condemned (db7666-76, ds 2850-61), but 
did not at all submit. 31 

A. Rosmini-Serbati (1787-1855) taught a necessary although indirect 

30 Edgar Hocedez, Hisloire de la theologie au xixe slick, vol. 2: Epanouissemml de la 
theologie 1831-1870 (Bruxelles: L’Edition universelle, S.A.; Paris- Desclee de 
Brouwer 1952) 49; more at pp. 39-58; bibliography, P . 59. Also Ladislaus 
Urban, Theologia Guntheriana et Concilium Vaticanum: Inquisitio historico-dogmat- 
icu de re Giinthenana tuxta vota inedita consultoris J. Schweiz actacme Concilii Vati- 
cam exarata, 2 vols. (Rome: Gregorian University Press, 1942 and 1949 [vol. 1, 
2nd ed., 1950]). Having been condemned on 15 June 1857 (db 1655, ds 
2828), Gunther religiously submitted. 

31 Hocedez, Histoire de la theologie au xixesiede, vol. 2, 63-65. Bibliography, p. 68. 
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negativam SS. Trinitatis demonstrationem docuit quae quidem nisi post 
factam revelationem fieri non potest sed tamen philosophica est et scienti- 
fica, db 1915, DS 3225 - 32 

M. Blondel saepius philosophicam quandam SS. Trinitatis declarationem 
exposuit, 33 quam tamen esse negavit vel probationem demonstrativam vel 
intrinsecam rei analysin. 34 

5 Doctrina de mysteriis (1) supponit ipsa mysteria, (2) supponit theoriam 
cognitionis humanae quid scilicet per earn fieri possit et quid per earn fieri 
non possit, (3) hanc theoriam ad illud factum applicat, ut secundum analo- 
giam fidei determiinet quid per Deum fieri possit ut tamen ultra propor- 
tionem naturae creatae fiat. 

Quare triplex in doctrina de mysteriis invenitur evolutionis occasio: (1) 
prout plura semper mysteria accurate per solemnem definitionem determi- 
naiitur; (2) prout evolvuntur turn scientiae naturales et humanae turn 
culturae humanae, ut reflexio vel philosophica vel theologica accuratius et 
plenius turn hominem turn scientiam homini possibilem manifested (3) 
prout mysteriis plenius notis applicatur theoria cognitionis accuratior 
atque plenior. 

Quam ob causam, in prioribus singulis stadiis fieri potuit ut veritas de 
mysteriis ita generaliter exponeretur ut tamen stadio posteriori minus gen- 
eraliter et accuratius loquendum esset. Recte quidem, verbi gratia, S. Ire- 
naeus contra Gnosticos ita mysterium tuebatur ut omnem speculationem 
de generatione Filii excluderet. 35 Sed idem minime dicendum est de Ano- 
moeis qui in ‘blasphemia apud Sirmium’ quasi illegitimam speculationem 
de generatione Filii excluserunt omnem mentionem substantiae, homoou- 
siou, homoeousiou. 36 Recte suo tempore dixit S. Basilius ineffabilem esse 
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and negative demonstration of the Trinity, which can be made only after . 
revelation, but is nonetheless philosophical and scientific (db 1915, DS 

3225). 32 

M. Blondel frequently proposed a philosophical elucidation of the Trin¬ 
ity, 33 although he denied that it was either a demonstrative proof or an in¬ 
trinsic analysis of it. 34 

5 A doctrine about mysteries (1) supposes the fact of these mysteries 
themselves, (2) supposes a theory of human knowledge that knows what it 
can do and what it cannot, and (3) applies this theory to that fact so as to de¬ 
termine according to the analogy of faith what God can do that is neverthe¬ 
less beyond the proportion of a created nature. 

In doctrines concerning (he mysteries, therefore, there are three occa¬ 
sions for development: (1) as an ever-increasing number of mysteries are 
precisely determined through solemn definitions; (2) as both the natural 
and human sciences and human culture itself develop, with the result that 
philosophical or theological reflection reveal more fully and accurately 
both human nature and the possibilities of human knowledge; (3) as a full¬ 
er and more accurate theory of knowledge is applied to mysteries that are 
more fully.known. 

Hence, in the earlier stages it was possible to expound the truth of the 
mysteries in such a general way that at a later stage it was necessary to dis¬ 
course about them in a less general way and with greater precision. For in¬ 
stance, St Irenaeus in writing against the Gnostics did well to safeguard the 
mystery by ruling out all speculation about the generation of the Son. 35 But 
the same is by no means to be said about the Anomoians who in their ‘blas¬ 
phemy of Sirmium’ banished all mention of substance, homoousion, and ho- 
moiousion as illegitimate speculation. 36 St Basil was right in his time to 


32 Ibid. 140-54, bibliography, p. 157. The trinitarian theory has been explained 
by Francesco Bruno in his contracta,et abbreuiata account of his dissertation, ‘Le 
dimostrazioni trinitarie di Antonio Rosmini,’ in Divus Thomas [Piacenza] 55 
(1952) 166-95. 

33 Maurice Blondel, Lapensee, vol. 2'- Les responsabilites de lapensee et la possibility de 
son acheuement (Paris: Alcan, 1934) 275-77; L’Etreet les etres: essai d’ontologie con¬ 
crete et integrate (Paris: Alcan, 1935), 181-99; L’action, vol. i: Le problems des 
causes secondes et lepuragir (Paris: Alcan, 1936) 173-88. There is a bibliography 
in R. Scherer, ‘Blondel, Maurice,’ ltk ii, 534. 

34 M. Blondel, L’Etre et les etres 457. 

35 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, li, 28, 6; Harvey, 1,355; EP 204. 

36 Hahn, §161, pp. 199-201; or Hilary, Desynodis, 11 [ml 10,487 a -489 b]. 
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existentiae modum qui Spiritui sancto competit ; 35 sed ideo non recte obi- 
citur contra c. Florentinum quod docuit Spiritum sanctum essentiam suam 
et suum esse subsistens ex Patre et Filio habere. 

Similiter, si quis Cappadocibus vel Chrysostomo contra Eunomium agen- 
tibus ita inhaeret, ut mysterii inteliigentiam a S. Augustino eiusque proge- 
nie quaesitam reprobet, non pie cum Cappadocibus sentit sed impie c. 
Vaticanum impugnat. Et eodem plane anachronismi vitio laborat, qui S. 
Anselmum invocat ut ordinum naturalis et supernaturalis distinctionem 
hodie supprimat, vei qui Graecorum scientiae notiohem a S. Thoma adhibi- 
tam laudat, non ut verum defendat, sed ut veritatem recentius inventam 
excludat. 


Argumenti pars prima: Dogma trinitahum est mystenum proprie dictum. 

1 Ex Mt 11.27; Lc 10.22 

Quibus in locis agitur: (1) de duabus personis, nempe, de Patre et Filio 
quos alibi iam conclusimus esse personas SS. Trinitatis; (2) de habitudine 
quadam quae cognitionem non excludat, non enim dicitur neminem dilig- 
ere Filium nisi Pater, vel neminem servire Filio nisi Pater, sed neminem no- 
visse; (3) de habitudine mutua, nam Pater Filium et Filius Patrem novit; (4) 
de habitudine exclusiva: ‘nemo ... nisi..., nemo ... nisi...’; (5) de conditione 
sub qua cessat exclusivitas: si voluerit Filius alicui revelare. 

Textus receptus adeo clare aequalitatem personarum docet ut Harnack 
ad corruptionem textus allegandam confugere debuerit. 38 Adeo manifeste 


38 Opinio Harnack de SS. Trinitate, supra p. 424. Loca PP. in quibus hi versiculi 
citantur cum reliqua litteratura indicata, J. Lebreton, Histoire, 1, 599-610. 
Diversitas patristica in citationibus sine hypothesi textus corrupti facile expli- 
catur; codices fere unanimes sunt; cf. M. Lagrange, L’Evangile selon saint Luc, 
Paris, 1948, 304 s. 
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m ° f d ^ °f existence proper to the Holy Spirit to be ineffable; 3 ? 
but.t does not follow from this that one may rightly object to the Council of 
Florence for having aught that the Holy Spirit has his essence and his sub- 
sistent existence from the Father and the Son. 

In a similar way, to adhere so closely to the teachings of the Cappado¬ 
cians or Chrysostom in their arguments against Eunomius as to reject the 
understanding of the mystery sought by St Augustine and his followers is 
not reverential solidarity with the Cappadocians but rather irreverent op¬ 
position to Vatican i. And one would obviously be laboring under the same 
fallacy of anachronism in appealing to St Anselm in order to abolish today 
the distinction between the natural and the supernatural orders, or in 
commending the Greek notion of science used by St Thomas, not in order 
to defend what is true but to reject more recently discovered truth. 

First part of the argument: The dogma of the Trinity is a mystery in the proper sense. 


1 From Matthew 11.27 and Luke 10.22 


In these passages there is mention of (1) two persons, namely, the Father 
and the Son, whom we have elsewhere concluded to be persons of the 
Trinity; (2) a relationship that does not exclude knowledge, for the Father 
is not said to be the only one who loves the Son or the only one who serves 
the Son, but the only one who knows him; (3) a mutual relationship, for 
the Father knows the Son and the Son knows the Father; (4) an exclusive 
relationship: ‘no one ... except..., no one ... except...’; (5) a condition un¬ 
der which this exclusivity ceases: ‘if the Son chooses to reveal him to some¬ 
one.’ 

The received text is so clear in teaching the equality of the persons that 
Harnack had to have recourse to proposing a textual corruption. 38 Knowl- 


37 Basil, De Spiritu sancto, 18, 46; mg 32, 152 b - 153 a . 

38 For Harnack’s opinion, on the Trinity, see above, p. 425. For the patristic pas¬ 
sages in which these verses are quoted, along with rest of the literature on this 
.matter, see Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite, 1, ‘note E, MT. xxviii, 19,’ 
599-6to. Differences among the quotations of the Fathers are easily 
explained without supposing corruption of the text; the codices are virtually 
unanimous. See M.-J. Lagrange, L’Evangile selon saint Luc, 7th ed. (Paris: J.. 
Gabalda et Cie, 1948) 304-305. 
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affirmattir cognitio ut alii ad fontem hellenisticum recurrendum esse cen- 
suerint . 39 

Quibus positis habetur intentum; existit quod in Deo absconditum est et, 
nisi revelatur, nobis non innotescit ; 40 quod quidem absconditum personas 
divinas respicit. 

2 Ex Patribus 

S. Irenaeus: ‘Quomodo ergo Filius prolatus a Patre est? ... dicimus ei ... nemo 
novit... nisi solus qui generavit Pater et qui natus est Filius.’ 41 . 

Eusebius ep. Caes.: '... ex substantia Patris productum, sed supra omnem ser- 


39 Cf. J. Dupont, Gnosis, Bruges-Paris 1949, p. 59, n. 1, ubi in hunc sensum refert 
A. Loisy, A. Harnack, E. Norden, W. Bousset, M. Dibelius, T. Arvedson; indi¬ 
cat reactionem inceptam aj. Schniewind ( Theol. Rundschau, 1930, 169 s.); 
circa T. Arvedson, Das Mysterium Christi, Uppsala 1937, iudicat: ‘Est-il besoin 
d’ajouter que cette erudition desordonnee He consdtue pas une preuve?’ 
Quam maiorem attentionem ad vt voluerat J. Schniewind, exhibuerunt inter 
Catholicos; L. Cerfaux, Eph. theol. lov. 30 (1954) 740-46, 31 (1955) 331-42; A. 
Feuillet, Rev. bibl. 62 ( 1955 ) 161-96. Utrum ipse Iesus haec verba (Mt 11. 27) 
protulerit, disseruitE. Dhanis, Testimonium lesu, Romae 1958, pp. 116-32. 


40 Notate argumentum fieri de mysterio prout in Vaticano, db 1795, ds 3015, 
intelligitur. In NT vox, mysterium, dicit ‘secretum Dei consilium’: cf. D. 
Deden, Eph. theol. lov. 13 (1936) 414; E. Vogt, Biblica 37 (1956) 247-57; K- 
Priimm, ibid. 135-61; dbs, art ‘Mystere,’ vi, 151-225. Sensus autem quem 
intendimus, facile e nt colligitur: 1 Cor 2.1-12; 13.12; 2 Cor 5.6; 1 Tim 6I16; Io 
1.18; 6.46; 1 Io 3.2; quae quidem loca fusius exponi solent in tract. DeDeo uno 
et De novissimis, q.v. 
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edge is so clearly asserted that others thought that it went back to some Hel¬ 
lenistic source . 39 

These statements make our case; there exists that which is hidden in God 
and which, unless it is revealed, is unknown to us ; 40 and this hidden mystery 
regards the divine persons. 

2 From the Church Fathers 

St Irenaeus; ‘How, then, did the Son issue from the Father? ... We say ... no 
one knows ... except only the Father who begot and the Son who was 
born .’ 41 

Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea; ‘... it teaches us that he was produced from 
the substance of the Father, but in a manner above all speech and all 


39 See Jacques Dupont, Gnosis: La connaissance religieuse dans les Epitres de Saint 
Paul (Bruges: Desclee de Brouwer, 1949) 59, n. 1, where he assigns this opin¬ 
ion to A. Loisy, A. Harnack, E. Norden, W. Bousset, M. Dibelius, and T. 
Arvedson; he indicates the reaction begun byj. Schniewind (‘Zur Synoptiker- 
Exegese,’ Tkeologische Rundschau, 2/3 [1930] 169-70); concerning Arvedson, 
Das Mysterium Christi: Eine Studie zu Mt 11:25-30 (Uppsala: Wretmans Boktry- 
ckeri, 1937), he makes this judgment: ‘Is there any need to add that this 
extravagant erudition does not constitute a proof?’ The greater attention to 
the Old Testament that Schniewind called for has been shown by these Cath¬ 
olic authors: L. Cerfaux, ‘Les sources scripturaires de Mt., xi, 25-30,’ Ephemer- 
ides Tkeologicae Lovanienses 30 (1954) 740-46, 31 (1955) 331 - 42 ; A. Feuillet, 
‘Jesus et la sagesse divine d’apres les Evangiles synoptiques,’ Revue biblique 62 
(i 955 ) 161-96. Whether Jesus himself uttered these words has been discussed 
by Edouard Dhanis, Testimonium lesu deseipso (Rome: Gregorian University 
Press, 1958) 116-32. 

40 Note that our argument is about mystery as understood in Vatican 1 (db 1795, 
ds 3015, no 131) - In the New Testament the word mysterium means ‘the secret 
plan of God’: see D. Deden, ‘Le “mystere” Paulinien,’ Ephemerides Theologicae 
Lovanienses 13 (1936) 414; E. Vogt, ‘ “Mysteria” in textibus Qumran,' Biblica 37 
(1956) 247-57; K. Prumm, ‘Zur Phanomenologie des paulinischen Mysterion 
und dessen seelischer Aufnahme. Eine Ubersicht,’ Biblica 37 (1956) 135-61; 

K. Prumm, ‘Mysteres,’ dbs vi, 151—225. However, the meaning we intend is 
easily seen from the New Testament: 1 Corinthians 2.10-12, 13.12; 2 Corin¬ 
thians 5.6; 1 Timothy 6.16; John 1.18,6.46; 1 John 3.2; these texts are treated 
in greater detail in the treatises DeDeo uno and De novissimis. 

41 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 11, 28,6; Harvey, 1, 355; ep 204; fully quoted above, 
p- 329 » n. hi. More on divine transcendence in the ante-Nicene Fathers in 
Danielou, Gospel Message and Hellenistic Culture 323-43 [297-316]. 
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monem et cogitationem, ex aevo, magisque ante omnia aeva, ex Patris ineffabili et 
incomprehensibili voluntate et potentia nascentem nos docet .’ 42 

S. Ephraem: ‘Esse Patrem confitere; eum vero ne confitearis esse comprehensi- 
bilem. Rursus crede esse Filium; numquid tamen ilium esse perscrutabilem credes? 
SpiritUm sanctum esse tene; ne vero teneas ilium esse vestigabilem .’ 43 

S. Athanasius: haec de Deo inquirere summae temeritatis et insapiae esse fa- 

tendum est; si quidem divinitas, ut dictum est, non arguments traditur sed fide, 
necnon radone cum pietate coniuncta .’ 44 

S. Cyrillus Hierosolymitanus: sempiterne et incomprehensibiliter genitum 

'Et sufficit nobis scire ilia; de natura vero vel hypostasi ne sis sollicitus. Si enim esset 
scriptum diceremus; quod non est scriptum, ne audeamus. Sufficit nobis scire ad sa- 
liitem quod est Pater et Filius et Spiritus sanctus. ’ 45 

S. Hilarius: ‘Immensum est autem quod exigitur, incomprehensibile est quod au* 
detur, ut ultra praefinitionem Dei sermo de Deo sit. Posuit naturae nomina Patrem, 
Filium, Spiritum sanctum. Extra significantiam sermonis est, extra sensus interition- 
em, extra intelligendae conceptionem, quidquid ultra quaeritur, non enuntiatur, 
non attingitur, non tenetur. Verborum significantiam rei ipsius natura consumit, 
sensus contempladonem imperspicabile lumen obcaecat, intelligendae capacitatem 
quidquid fine nullo condnetur excedit .’ 46 

S. Eustathius ep. Antiochenus: modo ineffabili et supra sermonem ex Patre, 
hoc est ex increata substantia, genitum ...’ 47 
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thought, from all time, indeed before all ages, from the ineffable and in¬ 
comprehensible will and power of the Father.’ 42 

St Ephraem: ‘Confess that the Father exists; but do not confess that he is 
comprehensible. Again, believe that the Son exists; yet surely you will not 
believe him to be knowable? By all means, hold that the Spirit exists; but do 
not hold him to be discoverable.’ 43 

St Athanasius: ‘... to inquire into these divine matters must be said to be 
the height of temerity and foolishness; for divinity, as has been said, is hand¬ 
ed on not by arguments but by faith, and by reason together with devo¬ 
tion.’ 44 

St Cyril of Jerusalem: ‘... eternally and incomprehensibly begotten...’ 
‘And it is enough for us to know those things; do not bother about “nature” 
or “hypostasis.” If these words were scriptural, we would be using them; let 
us not dare to use words that are not in the scriptures. It is enough for our 
salvation to know that there is the Father and the Son and the Holy Spir¬ 
it.’ 45 

St Hilary: ‘What is being demanded is immense, what is being boldly at¬ 
tempted is incomprehensible, namely, to discourse about God beyond what 
has been defined concerning God. The names of their natures have been 
stated - Father, Son, Holy Spirit. Whatever is sought after beyond this, what 
is not expressed, not attained, not held, is beyond what speech can express^ 
beyond what the senses can attain, beyond what the intellect can conceive. 
The very nature of the matter itself exhausts the meaning of words, impen¬ 
etrable light blinds the contemplation of the senses, and what is bounded 
by no limit exceeds the capacity of the understanding.’ 46 

St Eustathius, bishop of Antioch: ‘... begotten ineffably and beyond all 
words from the Father, that is, from uncreated substance ...’ 47 


42 Eusebius of Caesarea, Demonslratio evangelica, 4, 3; mg 22, 257; ep 668. [The 
Latin translation of the original Greek thatLonergan gives in the quotation is 
taken from ep, not from MG 22 .] 

43 Ephraem of Syria, Adversus scrutatores, ser. 2, serm. 2;J.S. Assemani etal., Sancti 
patris nostri Ephraem Syri Opera omnia quae exstanl Graece, Syriace, Latine, in sex 
tomos distributa (Rome: Typographia Vaticana, 1732-46), in, 194; ep 738. 

44 Athanasius, Ad Serapionm, Epistula i, 20; mg 26, 578; ep 779. 

45 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses, 4, 7 . and 16, 24; mg 33 . 464 and 953 ; ep 8l6 and 
834. [Lonergan’s Latin translations of the original Greek are taken from ep, 
not from what is in mg 33.] 

46 Hilary, De Trinitate, 2, 5; ml 10, 54; ep 859. 

47 Eustathius of Antioch, In Lazarum, Mariam, et Martham homilia christologica, 29; 
ed. Ferdinand Cavallera (Paris: Picard, 1905) p. 50; [as cited in] ep 910. 
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S. Basilius: in his ineffabilis quaedam et incomprehensibilis deprehenditur 
cum societas turn distinctio, neque hypostaseon differentia naturae coniunctionem 
divellente, neque essentiae communitate indiciorum proprietatem confundente.’ 48 

S. Gregorius Nazianzenus: ‘Quae ergo est haec processio? Die tu quae Patris in- 
genitura sit, etego Filii generationem et Spiritus processionem explicare aggrediar, 
quo fiet ut ambo deliremus in Dei mysteria oculos inicientes „.' 49 

S. Gregorius Nyssenus: ‘Qui diligenter profunditatem mysterii considerat, in ani- 
ma quidem secreto mediocrem aliquant scientiae Dei doctrinam capit, nequit 
tamen sermone (kdya) manifestare ineffabilem illam mysterii profunditatem: quo- 
modo idem et sit numeratum et numerationem fugiat, et divisim cematur et in uni- 
tate comprehendatur, et distinguatur hypostasi et non separetur subiecto.’ 50 

Didymus Alexandrinus: ‘Quomodo potest Spiritus sanctus.esse spiritus illius qui 
est spiritus? Quod hoc scriptum sit, ostensum est; quomodo vero id fiat intelligere 
excedit mentem et rationem nostram, immo etiam angelorum cognitionem.’ 51 

S. Joannes Chrysostomus: ‘Vocemus itaque ipsum ineffabilem, inintelligibilem 
Deum invisibilem, incomprehensibilem, humanae linguae vim superantem, morta- 
lis mentis comprehensionem excedentem, angelis non vestigabilem, seraphinis in¬ 
visibilem, cherubinis inintelligibilem, inaspectabilem principatibus, potestatibus, 
virtutibus, ac simpliciter omni creaturae, a solo autem Filio et a Spiritu sancto cog- 
nitum.’ 58 

S. Ambrosius: ‘Distinctiones (personarum) scimus, secreta nescimus; causas non 
discutimus, sacramenta servamus.’ 53 
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St Basil: in these things one grasps something ineffable and incompre¬ 
hensible that is both a commonality (icoivcovia) and a distinctness, without 
the difference between the hypostases severing the unity of nature and 
without the commonality of essence mixing the distinctive properties.’ 48 

St Gregory Nazianzen: ‘What, then, is this procession? You tell me what 
this “unbegottenness” of the Father is, and I will undertake to explain to 
you the begetting of the Son and the procession of the Spirit, which will 
drive us both crazy, peering into the mysteries of God.’ 49 

St Gregory of Nyssa: ‘One who diligently considers the depth of the mys¬ 
tery acquires in one’s soul in a mysterious way a certain measure of under¬ 
standing of the discipline of theology, yet one cannot in words (Xoycj)) 
express the unutterable depth of the mystery: how the same reality is num¬ 
bered and yet eludes reckoning, is seen to be divided and yet is Understood 
in its oneness, 'is distinguished as hypostasis and yet not separated as 
subject.’ 50 

Didymus of Alexandria: ‘How can the Holy Spirit be a spirit of that which 
is a spirit? It is clear that this is in scripture; but to understand how this can 
be exceeds our intellect and reason, indeed even the knowledge that the 
angels have.’ 51 

St John Chrysostom: ‘Let us therefore call this ineffable, unintelligible 
God invisible, incomprehensible, surpassing the power of human speech, 
beyond the comprehension of the mortal mind, inscrutable to the angels, 
imperceptible to the seraphim, unintelligible to the cherubim, indiscern¬ 
ible to the principalities, powers, virtues - in a word, to every creature - but 
known to the Son alone and to the Holy Spirit.’ 52 

St Ambrose: ‘We know the distinctions (of the persons), but we do not 
know their secrets; we do not discuss causes, we keep the sacred myster¬ 
ies.’ 53 


48 Basil, Epistulae, 38, 4; mg 32, 331 d, 334 a; ep 915. 

49 Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 31 (theologica 5), 8; mg 36, 142; ep 996. 

50 Gregory of Nyssa, Oratio catechetica, 3; mg 45, 17; ep 1029. [Lonergan’s Latin 
translation of the original Greek is taken from ep, not from mg 45}. 

51 Didymus of Alexandria, De Trinitate, 2,4; mg 39,481; ep 1069. [Lonergan’s 
Latin translation of the original Greek is taken from ep, not from mg 39.] 

52 John Chrysostom, De incomprensibili, Homilia 3,1; mg 48,720; ep 1125. See EP 
x 121-31 ;Adhemard’Ales, ‘De Incomprehensibili,’ Recherches desciencereligieu.se 
23 ( 1933 ) 3°6-20, where the opinions of Chrysostom and Augustine are com¬ 
pared. 

53 Ambrose, Ad Gratianum de fide, 4, 8 , 91; ml 16 (1845) 635, (1880) 661; ep 1269. 
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S. Cyrillus Alexandrinus:unam divinitatem in trinitate adorandam. Quid ergo 
vim adhibes, et humanis ratiociniis tehtas subicere quae mentem et rationem super¬ 
ant, quaeque sola fide et sine curiositate colenda esse puto.’ 54 

Obidtur 

Mysterium SS. Trinitatis praeter revelationem divinam de facto cognitum 
est, uti constat (1) ex psychologia profunda seu dynamica, (2) ex historia 
religionum, (3) ex philosophis Graecis, (4) ex testimoniis Patrum. 55 

Respondetur hanc obiectionem mole quidem maxirnarn fieri posse, sensu 
autem ad brevia et simplicia capita semperque eadem reduci, nempe, (1) 
quid per ‘cognitionem’ intelligatur, (2) quid nomine SS. Trinitatis designe- 
tur, (3) ubi et de cognitione agitur et de SS. Trinitate, an praeter revelation¬ 
em divinam data sit, et (4) ubi de his tribus constat, an Patres contrarium 
innuentes omnia tria concesserint. 

Per cognitionem in thesi intelligitur assensus rationalis quo attingitur 
verum (cf. db 1789, 1791, ds 3008, 3010). Qualis assensus non habetur in 
somniis, neque in mythis illis bonis a Platone fictis ut malos expelleret, 
neque in deliberato illo syncretismi consilio quo ducebant Graeci se posse 
Orientalium religiones admittere easque ingenio Graeco transformare. 56 
Quantum autem ea attinet quae in historia religionum afferuntur, non fac¬ 
ile concedendum est re vera de assensu in verum agi; multi sane et diversi 
sunt gradus culturales, multi praeterea sunt modi quibus ultra mentali- 
tatem mythicam proceditur, neque a priori de omnibus casibus sed a poste- 
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St Cyril of Alexandria: one divinity to be adored in a trinity. Why, then, 
do you with great effort strive by human reasoning to take on what is above 
reason and the mind, and what I consider ought to be worshiped through 
faith alone, effortlessly?’ 54 

Objection 

The mystery of the Holy Trinity is in fact known apart from divine revela¬ 
tion, as is evident (1) from depth, or dynamic, psychology, (2) from the his¬ 
tory of religions, (3) from the Greek philosophers, and (4) from the 
testimony of the Fathers. 55 

In reply, we say that while the weight of this objection can become very 
great, its meaning is reducible to simple brief headings that are always the 
same, namely, (1) what one understands by ‘knowledge,’ (2) what is desig¬ 
nated by the term ‘Trinity,’ (3) whether, regarding both knowledge and the 
Trinity, anything has been given apart from divine revelation, and (4) 
whether, when there is agreement on these three headings, the Fathers, al¬ 
though intimating the contrary, have conceded all three. 

In this thesis ‘knowledge’ is understood as a rational assent whereby truth 
is arrived at (db 1789, 1791, ds 3008, 3010, nd 118, 120). This kind of assent 
is not had in dreams, nor in those good myths invented by Plato in order to 
banish the bad ones, nor in the deliberate policy of syncretism by which the 
Greeks thought they could admit oriental religions and transform them by 
Greek genius. 56 However, as far as what is related in the history of religions 
is concerned, we must not easily concede that in fact an assent to truth was 
involved. There are surely many different degrees of culture, and also many 
ways of proceeding beyond the mythic mentality, and there should be no a 


54 Cyril of Alexandria, De sancta et consubstantiali Trinitate dialog,, 3; mg 75,793; ep 
2084. [Lonergan’s Latin translation is taken from ep, not from mg 75.] 

55 As to (1), see C.G. Jung, Die Symbolik des Geistes: Studien iiberpsychische Phanome- 
nologie mit einem Beitrag von Dr. phil. Riwkah Schdrf (Zurich: Rascher Verlag, 
1948); Mircea Eliade, Mylhes, reveset mysteres (Paris: Gallimard, 1957) [in 
English, Myths, Dreams, and Mysteries; The Encounter between Contemporary Faiths 
and Archaic Realities (New York: Harper, ig6o) J. As to (2), Brinktrine, Die Lehre 
von Gott, ii, 183-212. As to (3), Lebreton, Histoire du dogma de la Trinite, 1,1-99; 
Festugiere, La revelation d’Hermes Trismegiste, 11: LeDieu cosmique ; iv: LeDieu 
inconnu et lagnose. As to (4), Paul Galtier, DeSS. Trinitate in se et in nobis (Paris: 
Beauchesne, 1933) 120-27; R. Arnou, ‘Platonisme des Peres,’ dtc xii (24) 
2258-392,esp. 2322-38. 

56 See Festugiere, LeDieu cosmique 207. 
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riori de singulis iudicandum est; manet tamen maiorem in genere 
affinitatem cum ‘inconscio collectivo’ seu symbolizatione spontanea in nti- 
bus, canticis, templis, statuis, mythis inveniri quam cum assensu intellectus. 


Per SS. Trinitatem in thesi intelligitur non numerus ternarius, non Patris 
et Filii nomina, non vocabulum Logos vel Pneuma, sed quod sine terminis 
technicis nisi pluribus simul sumptis propositionibus non expnmitur, scil¬ 
icet, esse Deum eumque unum, esse Patrem Deum, esse Filium Deum, esse 
Spiritum Deum, Patrem non esse Filium, Filium non esse Spiritum, Spiri- 
tum non esse Patrem. Quod obiectum in nt continetur quatenus NTverum 
Dei verbum exprimit; quam vero difficile sit ut hoc obiectum a mentalitate 
symbolica attingatur (quae imaginibus potius quam veris ducitur), testes 
sunt Gnostici Christiani, imo testes sunt Antenicaeni Christiani, uti Tertul- 
lianus, aliique, qui realismo acritico imbuti per imaginem quandam unius 
substandae Patrem et Filium ut unum Deum apprehenderunt. Quam ob 
causam, nullo fere negodo differentiae inveniuntur inter obiectum fidei 
Christianae et obiecta ex religionum historia allata, ud monstravit post alios 
J. Brinktrine. 

Inter philosophos Graecos Heraclitus de Logo locutus est, sed non ideo de secun- 
da persona SS. Trinitads, Plato supremam ideam Boni posuit, cui addidit Demiur- 
gum (probabilius per modum mythi, si quidem mundus Platomcus numquam 
ordine caruit ut ordinante indigeret). Aristoteles 47 vel 55 motores immobiles con- 
clusit. Stoici primum principium, mundo immanens, materiale, nominaverunt 
Logon vel etiam Pneuma. Epicurei polytheismum traditionalem malebant- 

A revelatione divina vt dependit Philo Alexandrinus, et ex libris sapientialibus 
non pauca hausit quae futuram et claram Verbi divini revelationem adumbrant. In¬ 
ter Deum et Logon certo distinxit, sed Logon multipliciter concepit, uti ideam mun- 
di in ipsa mente divina, uti mediatorem subordinatum inter Deum et mundum, 
eumque vel realem vel per modum personificationis. 

Plotinus tres posuit hypostases principals, realiter inter se distinctas, aliam alia 
longe superiorem. Effatum quoddam apud eum invenitur quod proxime ad doctri- 
nam Christianam accedit: ‘Cum optimum sit generans, necessario generatum ita ei 
unitur ut sola alteritate separetur.’ Enn., v, 1, 6, ad fin. Quod tamen non solum ex 
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priori judgment made about all cases but rather an a posteriori judgment 
about each individual case. Nevertheless, it remains that there is in general 
a greater affinity with the ‘collective unconscious,’ that is, with spontaneous 
symbolization, in rituals, hymns, temples, statues, and myths, than with in¬ 
tellectual assent. 

In this thesis by ‘Trinity* is understood not the number three, not the 
names of the Father or the Son, not the word ‘Logos’ or ‘Pneuma,’ but 
what without using technical terms is expressed only in several proposi¬ 
tions taken together, namely, that God exists and is one, that the Father is 
God, that the Son is God, that the Spirit is God, that the Father is not the 
Son, that the Son is not the Spirit, and that the Spirit is not the Father. This 
object is contained in the New Testament inasmuch as the New Testament 
expresses the true word of God; but how difficult it is for this object to be 
attained by a symbolic mentality (which depends on images rather than on 
truths) is attested to by the Gnostic Christians, and indeed by the ante- 
Nicene Christians such as Tertullian and others, who, influenced by naive 
realism, apprehended the Father and the Son as one God by imagining 
one substance. As a result, there is no great difficulty in discovering the dif¬ 
ferences between the object of the Christian faith and the objects men¬ 
tioned in the history of religions, as Brinktrine, following other authors, 
has shown. 

Among the Greek philosophers, Heraclitus spoke about the Logos, but it 
does not follow that he was referring to the second person of the Trinity. 
Plato made the Idea of the Good supreme, to which he added the Demi¬ 
urge (more likely by way of a myth, since the Platonic world was never so 
lacking in order as to need something to give it order). Aristotle concluded 
to 47 or 55 unmoved movers. The Stoics called their first principle, imma¬ 
nent in the world and material, Logos or even Pneuma. The Epicureans 
preferred the traditional polytheism. 

Philo of Alexandria relied upon divine revelation in the Old Testament 
and derived not a few notions from the sapiential books that foreshadow 
the clear future revelation of the divine Word. He certainly distinguished 
between God and the Logos, but he conceived the Logos in many different 
ways, as the idea of the world in the divine mind, or as a subordinate medi¬ 
ator between God and the world, whether real or as a personification. 

Plotinus posited three principal hypostases, really distinct from one an¬ 
other, the first being far superior to the second and the second to the third. 
In his writings there is a statement that comes, quite close to Christian doc¬ 
trine: ‘Since the begetter is supremely good, the begotten must necessarily 
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toto systemate sed etiam ex contextu immediate constat significare, non consub- 
standalitatem sola relatione distinctam, sed hypostasin secundam atque inferiorem 
non loco sed distinctione a prima separari. 57 

Quantum ad mentem Patrum attinet, imprimis respondendum est argu- 
mentum theologicum non fieri nisi ex consensu Patrum eoque moraliter 
unanimi. Quod quidem circa mysterium Trinitatis iam superius factum est. 

Deinde, praetermittendum non est Patres secundum mentem sui tempo- 
ris non supposuisse philosophos Graecos a revelatione divina prorsus fuisse 
independentes. Quinimo, ab Aristobulo (circiter 150 ante Christum), a 
Philone, a lustino, a Tatiano, a Theophilo Antiocheno, a Clemente Alexan- 
drino, ab Augustino, a Cyrillo Alexandrino habitum est philosophos Grae¬ 
cos ex vt sapientiam suam hausisse. Quod si mirum videtur, addendum est 
paganos contrariam sustinuisse thesin, nempe, vr a philosophis Graecis de- 
pendere; neque defuerunt vel inter theologos Protestantes antiquiores vel 
inter Catholicos, uti Huet, Thomassinus, qui plagiarismi accusationem 
repeterent. 58 

Tertio, res complexior est determinare qualis fuerit mens Patrum relate 
ad philosophos Graecos. Multae enim erant mentes, propter multos et di- 
versos fines scripserunt, sub adiunctis concretis perpetuo variantibus. 
Permultos invenis qui dixerint nihil commune esse inter Christianos et 
Graecos; alii, quinimo aliquando iidem, propter finem apologeticum, 
propter necessitatem addiscendi vera naturalia, vel ut analogiam ad super- 
naturaliter nota evolverent, vel Graecos laudaverunt vel eorum operibus 
cum fructu usi sunt. 59 

Quibus perspectis, ubi obicitur Patres negasse SS. Trinitatem esse myste- 


58 Cf. R. Arnou, dtc xii (24) 2294 s. Caeterum plagiarismus non fuit unica expli¬ 
cate: lustinus Graecos a Verbo doctos habuit ut evangelium seu veritatem 
completam quodammodo praepararent; Eusebius, postquam similitudinem 
notavit inter Moysen et Platonem, Platonem censuit mediis naturalibus ad 
suam sapientiam pervenire potuisse; Augustinus omnes possibilitates fere 
enumerat, et tamen probabile iudicavit Platonerh vt cognovisse. Cf. Arnou, 
ibid. 
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be so intimately united to him as to be separated by mere otherness’ (Enne- 
ads.v, 1,6, ad fin.). However, not only from his entire system but even from 
the immediate context, this clearly means, not consubstantiality distinct 
only by relation, but a second and inferior hypostasis separated from the 
first not by location but by distinction.^ 7 

As far as the mind of the Fathers is concerned, it must be said first of all 
that no theological argument is to be made except from a consensus of the 
Fathers that is morally unanimous. We have done this above concerning the 
mystery of the Trinity. . 

Second, one must not overlook the fact that the Fathers, in accordance 
with the thinking of that time, considered the Greek philosophers to have 
been to some extent dependent upon divine revelation. In fact, Aristobu- 
lus (c. 150 bc), Philo, Jusdn, Tatian, Theophilus of Antioch, Clement of 
Alexandria, Augustine, and Cyril of Alexandria held that the Greek philos¬ 
ophers derived their wisdom from the Old Testament. If this seems 
strange, note also that the pagans maintained the contrary thesis, that the 
Old Testament was dependent upon the Greek philosophers. And there 
were those both among earlier Protestant theologians and among Catho¬ 
lics, such as Huet and Thomassinus, who repeated this accusation of pla¬ 
giarism. 58 

Third, it is a very complicated matter to determine what the mind of the 
Fathers was regarding the Greek philosophers. For they were not all of one 
mind, they wrote with many different ends in view, and under constantly 
changing concrete circumstances. You find many who asserted that Chris¬ 
tians and the Greeks had nothing in common; others, indeed sometimes 
the same ones, whether for apologetic purposes or from the need to learn 
natural truths or for developing an analogy for what is known supernatural- 
ly, either praised the Greeks or made fruitful use of their works. 59 

Accordingly, when it is objected that the Fathers denied that the Trinity 


57 Arnou, ‘Platonisme des Peres,’ dtc xii {24) 2327-28. 

58 Ibid. 2294-95. However, plagiarism-was not the only explanation: Justin main¬ 
tained that the Greeks were taught by the Word in order that they might 
somehow prepare the way for the gospel, the fullness of truth. Eusebius hav¬ 
ing noted a similarity between Moses and Plato, felt that Plato could have 
acquired his wisdom by natural means; Augustine listed more or less all the 
possibilities and still judged it probable that Plato had a knowledge of the Old 
Testament. See Arnou, ibid. 

59 On their relationship in general, see ibid. 2300-22; on the mystery of the Trin¬ 
ity, 2322-38. 
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rium proprie dictum, quippe qui talem cognitionem philosophis Graecis at- 
tribuant, respondetur (1) omnes unanimiter, negatur, (2) quosdam, qui 
tenent Graecos philosophos a revelatione vt dependere, transeat, (3) eos- 
dem, ut agatur de ipsa SS. Trinitate et non de aliquo simili vel praevio, vel 
ut exacte citetur et exponatur opinio Graecorum, negatur. Concedendum 
est Augustinum philosophiam ex ‘Platonicis’ didicisse, 60 Cyrillum Alexan- 
drinum ita irenice processisse ut textum Plotini latissima quadam exegesi 
exponeret et doctrinam Christianam ibi inveniret. 61 


Argumenti pars altera: SS. Trinitas per principia homini naturalia in se intelligi 
non potest. 

1 Hac parte indicatur radix omnium mysteriorum. Quam enim Dei incom- 
prehensibilitatem contra Eunomianos extollebant Patres, eiusdem ratio- 
nem assignaverunt doctores scholastic'!, scilicet, Deum quidem a nobis 
naturaliter in alio seu analogice intelligi posse, sed a nulla creatura natu- 
raliter in se intelligi posse. 

Probatio autem tribus constat elementis: (1) divinam essentiam non pos¬ 
se in se intelligi per principia homini naturalia; (2) SS. Trinitatem realiter 
cum divina essentia identificari; (3) ubi res in se intelligatur, omne quod re¬ 
aliter cum ilia re identificatur necessario in se intelligi. 

2 Quod divina essentia per principia homini naturalia in se intelligi non 
potest, in tractatu de Deo uno per longum et latum probari solet. 62 Eiusmodi 
enim immediata Dei intelligentia est ipsa visio beata, finis totius vitae super- 
naturalis, et ideo quam maxime supernaturalis. 


62 Lectorem ergo remittimus ad auctores probatos, v. g., H. Lennerz, DeDeo uno, 
Romae 1955, pp. 64-127. DoctrinaS. Thomae praecipue habetur, Sum. theol ., 
1, q. 12, a. 4. Notate quod apud S. Thomam idem dicunt: (1) cognoscere rem 
quid sit, (2) cognoscere rem per essentiam, (3) videre rei essentiam. Quod 
nominat P. Lennerz ‘cognoscere per propriam formam,’ cf. pp. 83,91. Diver- 
sitas terminologica oritur ex reali; sensit enim Scotus contra Arisfotelem et S. 
Thomam humanum intelligere non esse intelligibile in ipsis sensibilibus 
inspicere seu perspicere (cf. B. Lonergan, Theol Studies 7 (1946) 372 ss.). Auc¬ 
tores qui hoc factum vel negent vel praetermittant, modum loquendi a S. 
Thoma adhibitum obscuriorem censere solent. 
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was a mystery in the proper sense because they attributed some knowledge 
of it to Greek philosophers, we would reply as follows: (1) the Fathers were 
not unanimous on this point; (2) that some of them held that Greek philos¬ 
ophers derived something from revelation in the Old Testament is a moot 
point; (3) these same Fathers, in discussing the Holy Trinity itself and not 
something similar or previous, or in quoting exactly and explaining the 
opinion of the Greeks, did not thereby deny the mystery. It must be granted 
that Augustine learned philosophy from the ‘Platonists,’ 60 and that Cyril of 
Alexandria in his irehic approach to the question gave Plotinus’s text the 
very broadest interpretation and found in it Christian teaching. 61 

Second part of the argument: The Holy Trinity cannot be understood in itself 
through natural human principles. 

1 In this part we indicate the root of all mysteries. Although the Fathers, in 
writing against the Eunomians, extolled the incomprehensibility of God, 
the Scholastic theologians pointed out the reason for this, namely, that God 
can indeed be understood in another, that is, analogically, by us naturally, 
but cannot be understood in himself by any creature naturally. 

The proof of this consists of three elements*. (1) die divine essence can¬ 
not be understood in itself through principles that are natural to us; (2) the 
Trinity is really identical with the divine essence; and (3) when a thing is un¬ 
derstood in itself, all else that is really identical with that thing is necessarily 
understood in itself. 

2 That the divine essence cannot be understood in itself through natural 
human principles is proven at great length in the treatise on God as one, De 
Deo uno. 62 An instance of this sort of immediate understanding of God is 

60 Ibid. 2312-13. 

61 Ibid. 2327-28. 

62 We refer the reader to the accepted authors, such as, for example, Lennerz, 
DeDeo uno 64-127. St Thomas’s teaching on this point is mainly found in the 
Summa tkeologiae, 1, q. 12, a. 4. Note that for St Thomas the following mean 
the same: (1) to know what a thing is, {2) to know a thing through its essence, 
and (3) to see the essence of a thing. Lennerz calls this ‘to know a thing 
through its proper form’ (see De Deo uno 83, 91). Diversity in terminology 
arises from reality; Scotus, contrary to Aristotle and St Thomas, taught that 
human understanding was not a matter of comprehending or grasping the 
intelligible in the sensible data themselves - (see Lonergan, Verbum 38-46). 
Those who deny or overlook this fact usually consider St Thomas’s way of 
speaking to be quite obscure. 
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3 Quod SS. Trinitas realiter identificatur cum divina essentia sequitur de 
necessitate ex divina simplicitate, et ab ecclesia docetur in c. Lateranensi iv, 
anno 1215: 

... una quaedam summa res est, incomprehensibilis quidem et ineffabilis, 
quae veraciter est Pater et Filius et Spiritus sanctus; tres simul personae ac 
singillatim quaelibet earundem: et ideo in Deo solummodo Trinitas est, non 
quaternitas; quia quaelibet trium personarum est ilia res, videlicet substantia, 
essentia, seu natura divina ... (db 432, ds 804). 

4 lam vero, cum realiter eadem ac divina essentia sit SS. Trinitas, fieri 
nequit ut alia in se intelligatur et alia non in se intelligatur. Quod ex prin- 
cipio contradictionis constat, si quidem in Deo summa sit simplicitas, et ‘in 
se intelligi’ omnem excludit mediationem ex parte obiecti immaterialis. 

Dices: realis identitas in obiecto non impedit diversitatem in cognidone, si qui¬ 
dem Dei existentiam demonstramus sed SS. Trinitatem nisi revelatam nescimus. 

Respondetur. realis idendtas in obiecto non impedit diversitatem in cognidone in 
alio seu analogica, conceditur, in intelligentia immediata seu in se, negatur. Quantum 
ad exemplum allatum, manifeste de cognidone analogica agitur. 

Argumenti pars tertia: SS. Trinitas per principia homini naturalia ex effectu 
demonstrari non potest. 

1 Quod in se non intelligitur interdum demonstrari potest. At circa divina 
fieri non potest demonstratio a priori seu ex causa, cum Deus sit omnium 
rerum principium primum; neque circa realia fieri potest demonstratio ex 
conceptu, nam ex conceptu non sequitur nisi conceptus; et ideo quaeritur 
de possibilitate demonstrationis ex effectu. 

Quam possibilitatem negant S. Thomas, 63 theologi communiter, et ip- 
sum c. Vaticanum (db 1816; ds '3041). 
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the beatific vision, the end of the whole of supernatural life, and therefore 
that which is most supernatural. 

3 That the Holy Trinity is really identical with the divine essence follows 
necessarily from divine simplicity, and is taught by the church in the Fourth 
Lateran Council in 1215: 

... there is one supreme reality, incomprehensible and ineffable, 
which is in truth the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, three 
persons together and each of them singly; and therefore there is in 
God only a Trinity, not a quaternity, because each of the three per¬ 
sons is that reality, that is, the divine substance, essence, or nature ... 
(db 432, ds 804, nd 318). 

4 Now, since the Trinity is really identical with the divine essence, it is im¬ 
possible for one to be understood in itself and the other not to be under¬ 
stood in itself. This is clear from the principle of contradiction, since in 
God there is the utmost simplicity, and ‘to be understood in itself excludes 
all mediation on the part of an immaterial object. 

One may object that real identity in an object is not an obstacle to diver¬ 
sity in knowledge, since we prove the existence of God but know the Trinity 
only through revelation. 

In reply to this, we grant that real identity is not an obstacle to diversity in 
knowledge in another, that is, in analogical knowledge, but we deny that it 
is not an obstacle to diversity in understanding that is immediate, or in it¬ 
self. The example given is obviously an instance of analogical knowledge. 

Third part of the argument:The Holy Trinity cannot be demonstrated from an effect 
through natural human principles. 

1 What is not understood in itself can sometimes be demonstrated. But con¬ 
cerning God, a demonstration a priori, that is, from a cause, is impossible, 
for God is the first principle of all things. Also, in the case of real things, 
demonstration from a concept is impossible, for only a concept follows 
from a concept. It remains, therefore, to ask about the possibility of demon¬ 
strating the Trinity from an effect. 

This possibility is denied by St Thomas 63 and by theologians generally, 
and by the First Vatican Council (db 1816, ds 3041, nd 137). 

63 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, 1, q. 32, a. 1 c. 
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2 Ad intelligentiam huius quaestionis notandum est alia directe ex effec- 
tu demonstrari posse et alia indirecte. 

Ita ex effectu qua effectu directe demonstratur aliqua causa qua causa. 
Iterum ex tali effectu qua tali directe demonstratur talis causa: e. g., ex ef¬ 
fectu qui de nihilo productus est, directe concluditur creator; ex effectu or- 
dinato directe concluditur causa sapiens; ex effectu contingenti directe 
concluditur causa libera; etc. 

At non omnis demonstratio ex effectu est directa. Nam directe ex effectu 
finito non concluditur nisi causa finita; et ideo ubi ex effectibus finitis 
demonstratur Deus perfectione infmitus, demonstratio non directa sed in¬ 
directa est; aliud scilicet invocatur principium praeter causalitatis, puta 
quod actus aut infmitus est aut per potentiam limitatur et cum potentia re- 
aliter componitur, etc. 

3 lam vero nulla potest esse directa demonstratio SS. Trinitatis ex effecti- 
bus. Tres enim personae non surit tres causae quarum alia aliud effectuum 
genus producit, ut ex uno genere ad primam personam concludi possit, ex 
altero genere ad secundam personam, et ex. tertio genere ad tertiam per¬ 
sonam. Sed sicut trium est una divinitas, una substantia, una omnipotentia, 
ita earundem est unum principium causativum. 64 

Praeterea, hoc unum principium est, non agens naturale quod eaece sim¬ 
ile sibi facit, sed agens per intellectum quod illud fecit quodcumque conce- 
perit et voluerit. Quare, qualiscumque sit effectus, semper plus quam 
sufficienter explicatur per conceptionem intellectus omniscientis et per 
electionem voluntatis omnipotentis. Sed si omnis et qualiscumque effectus 
sufficienter explicatur per Deum qua unum, nulla potest esse directa SS. 
Trinitatis demonstratio ex effectibus. 

4 Exclusa autem omni directa demonstratione ex effectu, remanet ut ex- 
cludatur etiam demonstratio indirecta, quae quidem iis suppositiS quae nat- 
uraliter de Deo cognoscimus, per principium quoddam vel commune vel 
proprium vel analogicum necessario concluderet Deum esse trinum. 

Sed nullum est principium nobis naturaliter notum, sive commune, sive 
proprium, sive analogicum, unde talis conclusio haberi posset. Quod per 
partes probamus. 
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2 To understand this question, note that demonstration from an effect 
can be either direct or indirect. 

Thus, any cause as cause is directly demonstrated from its effect as effect. 
Again, a certain kind of cause as such is directly demonstrated from a cer¬ 
tain kind of effect as such: for example, from an effect that was produced 
out of nothing we conclude directly to a creator; from a well-ordered effect 
we conclude directly to a wise cause; from a contingent effect we conclude 
direcdy to a free cause; and so on. 

But not every demonstration from an effect is direct. For from a finite ef¬ 
fect we directly conclude only to a finite cause, and therefore when from fi¬ 
nite effects God is shown to be infinite in perfection, that demonstration is 
not direct but indirect. Here another principle is being invoked besides 
that of causality, such as that act is either infinite or is limited by potency 
and really composed with potency, etc. 

3 Now, there can be no direct demonstration of the Trinity from effects. 
For the three persons are not three causes each of whom produces a differ¬ 
ent kind of effect, so that from one kind of effect we can conclude to the 
first person, from another kind to the second person, and from a third kind 
to the third person. Rather, just as all three possess one divinity, one sub¬ 
stance, one omnipotence, so they possess one causal principle. 64 

Besides, this one principle is not a natural agent that blindly produces 
something similar to itself but one that acts through intellect to effect what¬ 
ever it has conceived and willed. Therefore, whatever the nature of the effect 
may be, it is always more than sufficiently explained through the conception 
ofitby an omniscient intellect and the choice of it by an omnipotent will. But 
if every effect of whatever kind has its sufficient explanation in God as one, 
there can be no direct demonstration of the Trinity from its effects. 

4 Having ruled out all direct demonstration from an effect, it remains to 
rule out indirect demonstration as well, which, supposing what we know 
naturally about God, would, through some common or proper or analogi¬ 
cal principle, necessarily conclude that God is triune. 

But there is no principle naturally known to us, whether common or 
proper or analogical, from which such a conclusion could be drawn. We 
prove this in the following three steps. 

64 db 704, ds 1331, ND326: *... the Father and the Son and the Holy Spiritare not 
three principles of creation, but one principle.’ See db 19, 78, 254, 281, 428, 
461, 703, 2290; ds 188, 172, 501, 531, 800, 851, 1330, 3814; nd 306/20, 627/1, 
315 . 19 . 22, 325, 1996. [There is no corresponding nd number for db 19, ds 
188.] 
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Nullum tale est principium commune. Principia enim communia in ra- 
tione entis dantur et sensu analogico de omnibus entibus valent. Sed omne 
tale principium adeo SS. Trinitati demonstrandae non inservit ut potius ei 
opponi videatur. Deus enim unus est, sed de ratione unius deducitur non 
trinum sed unum, indivisum, et similia. Deus etiam simplex est, sed de ra¬ 
tione simplicis deducuntur, non tres realiter distinctae, sed incompositum 
et distinctionis quaedam negation Deus immutabilis est, sed de ratione im- 
mutabilis deducitur non processio sed motus vel mutationis et, uti videtur, 
processionis negatio. 

Iterum, nullum tale est principium proprium. Eatenus enim cognoscun- 
tur principia propria, quatenus ipsius rei essentia in se intelligitur. Sed iam 
in parte altera excludimus nos per principia naturalia divinam essentiam in 
se intelligere. 

Nullum tale denique est principium analogicum. Nam eatenus de Deo 
analogica principia cognoscimus, quatenus nostram cum Deo simili- 
tudinem cognoscimus; ethane similitudinem eatenus naturaliter cognosci¬ 
mus, quatenus habemus demonstrationes ex effectu directas; sed iam 
excludimus omnem directam demonstrationem de Deo trino ex effectu. 

Argumenti pars quarta: Quod, verurn manet etiam post revelationem SS. Trinitatis. 

Nam manente causa, manet effectus; sed etiam post revelationem manet 
causa; ergo etiam post revelationem manet effectus. 

Maior est evidens, et minor per partes probatur. 

(a) Ideo SS. Trinitas per principia homini naturalia in se intelligi non 
potest, quia talis intelligentia non habetur nisi per visionem Dei immedi- 
atam et absolute supernaturalem; quod sane verum manet etiam post reve¬ 
lationem. 

(b) Ideo SS. Trinitas per principia homini naturalia ex effectu directe 
demonstrari non potest, quia (l) SS. Trinitas non dicit tria sed unum prin¬ 
cipium operatlonis ad extra, et (2) hoc principium est agens per intellec- 
tum; quae sane vera manent etiam post revelationem. 

(c) Ideo SS. Trinitas per principia homini naturalia ex effectu indirecte 
demonstrari non potest, quia talis indirecta demonstratio effici non potest 
per principia vel communia vel propria vel analogica nobis naturaliter no- 
ta. Quod verum manet etiam post revelationem. 
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There is no such common principle. For common principles are found¬ 
ed upon the formality of being and are valid for all beings in an analogous 
sense. But any such principle is so useless for demonstrating the Trinity as 
to seem rather to do the opposite. God is one, but from the formality of 
‘one’ there is deduced, not ‘three,’ but ‘one,’ ‘undivided,’ and the like. 
God is also simple, but from the formality of ‘simple’ there is deduced, not 
three that are really distinct, but ‘non-composite’ and the negation of ‘dis¬ 
tinction.’ God is immutable, but from the formality of ‘immutable’ there is 
deduced, not ‘procession,’ but the negation of‘motion’ or ‘change’ and, it 
would seem, of ‘procession.’ 

Again, there is no such proper principle. For proper principles are 
known to the extent that the essence of a thing itself is understood in itself. 
But already in the second part of the argument we excluded any under¬ 
standing of the divine essence through principles natural to us. 

Lastly, there is no such analogical principle. For we know analogical prin¬ 
ciples concerning God to the extent that we know our similarity to God; 
and we know this similarity naturally to the extent that we have direct dem¬ 
onstrations from effects, and we have already excluded all direct demon¬ 
stration of the triune God from an effect. 

Fourth part of the argument: This remains true even after the revelation of the Holy 
Trinity. 

So long as a cause remains, its effect remains. But even after revelation the 
cause remains, and therefore even after revelation its effect remains. 

The major premise is evident, and we shall prove the minor one step at a 
time. 

(a) The Trinity cannot be understood in itself through principles natural 
to us because such an understanding is had only in the immediate and ab¬ 
solutely supernatural vision of God, and this surely remains true after reve¬ 
lation. 

(b) The Trinity cannot through natural human principles be directly 
demonstrated from an effect because (1) the Trinity means not three prin¬ 
ciples but one principle of external operation, and (2) this principle oper¬ 
ates through intellect; these reasons surely remain true after revelation. 

(c) The Trinity cannot through natural human principles be indirectly 
demonstrated from an effect because such an indirect demonstration can¬ 
not be made through either common or proper or analogical principles 
naturally known to us. This remains true even after revelation. 
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Nam principia communia, cum in ratione entis fundentur, eadem ma- 
nent etiam post revelationem ut, scilicet, ex uno sequatur non trinum sed 
indivisum, ex simplici sequatur non realis distinctio sed potius distinctionis 
exclusio, ex immutabili sequatur non processio sed potius mutationis exclu- 
sio, uti superius dictum est. 

Principia autem propria nobis manent ignota; nam eiusmodi principia 
non attinguntur nisi res per suam essentiam cognoscitur; et Deus per suam 
essentiam non cognoscitur nisi per visionem immediatam. 

Principia denique analogica sub eadem restrictione ac ante revelationem 
manent ut, scilicet, nulla sit analogia trinitaria quae ex effectu demonstrari 
possit. Sane per revelationem fide susceptam et per rationem fide illus- 
tratam augetur nostra Dei cognitio analogica. At hoc augmentum (l) non 
fit per sola principia homini naturalia, (2) non consistit in demonstratione 
ex effectu Dei operands, sed (3) tam occasionem. conceptions quam pro- 
bationem veritatis ex ipsis revelatis haurit. 

(d) Quibus positis sequitur etiam post revelationem mysterium SS. Trini- 
tatis esse proprie dictum, nam etiam post revelationem ita in Deo abscondi- 
tur ut neque in se intelligi possit neque ex effectu vel directe vel indirecte 
demonstrari possit. 

Quod autem in contrarium affertur, nisi fallacia non est. 

(1) Si enim dicitur bonum esse diffusivum sui, et bonum infinitum esse infinite 
sui diffusivum, respondetur asserta esse ambigua. An libere bonum se diffundit? An 
forte necessario? An bonum infinitum ideo infinite se diffundit quod alium Deum 
infinitum facit? An ideo, quia modo infinito agit, scilicet quia ex nihilo creat? An 
ideo, quia intra unum Deum alia persona ex alia procedit, et quidem una ex alia 
procedit, an duae, an tres, quattuor, infinitae? Quando demonstrantur responsa 
necessaria ad omnes has quaestiones, incipi potest discussio; sed hactenus obiciens 
nisi thema discussionis non proposuit; et quidem discussionis futilis, si quidem iam 
demonstravimus SS. Trinitatem neque in se intelligi neque ex effectu demonstrari 
posse. 

(2) Si autem dicitur cum Seneca ( epist ., 6) quod ‘nullius boni sine, consortio 
potest esse iucunda possessio,’ 65 respondetur distinguendo: possessio boni finiti, 
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Common principles, since they are founded on the formality of being, re¬ 
main the same even after revelation, so that, for instance, from ‘one’ there 
follows, not ‘triune,’ but ‘undivided,’ from ‘simple’ there follows, not ‘real 
distinction,’ but rather the exclusion of‘distinction,’ and from ‘immutable’ 
there follows, not ‘procession,’ but rather the exclusion of ‘change,’ as we 
have said above. 

Proper principles remain unknown to us, for this kind of principle is at¬ 
tained only if a thing is known by its essence, and God is not known by his 
essence except through immediate vision. 

Lastly, analogical principles remain under the same restriction as they 
had prior to revelation, so that there is no'trinitarian analogy that can be 
demonstrated from an effect. It is certainly true that after revelation accept¬ 
ed by faith and through reason illumined by faith our analogical knowledge 
of God is increased. But this increase (1) is not effected by natural human 
principles alone, (2) does not consist in a demonstration from an effect of 
divine operation, but (3) derives both the occasion for forming concepts 
and the proof of truth from the revealed truths themselves. 

(d) From this it follows that even after revelation the mystery of the Trin¬ 
ity is a mystery properly so called, for even after revelation it is so deeply hid¬ 
den in God that it can be neither understood in itself nor directly or 
indirectly demonstrated from an effect. ; 

Whatever is proposed contrary to this is simply fallacious. r . 

(1) If it is said that good diffuses itself, and infinite good diffuses itself in¬ 
finitely, we would reply that this assertion is ambiguous. Does good diffuse 
itself freely? Or perhaps necessarily? Does infinite good diffuse itself infi¬ 
nitely because it produces another infinite God? Or does it do so because it 
acts in an infinite way, that is, creates out of nothing? Or does it do so be¬ 
cause within the one God one person proceeds from another? And indeed 
does one proceed from another, or do two, or three, or four, or an infinite 
number of persons? When the required answers are given to all these ques¬ 
tions, we can begin to discuss the matter; but so far the objector has pro¬ 
posed only a topic for discussion - a futile discussion indeed, since we have 
demonstrated that the Trinity can neither be understood in itself nor dem¬ 
onstrated from an effect. 

(2) If, however, one adduces Seneca’s remark, ‘Without a companion, 
the possession of any good is not enjoyable,’ 65 we would reply that in the 

65 [‘Nullius boni sine socio iucunda possessio est.’ EpistulaeMorales, 1, Ep. 6 (ed. 

Achilles Beltraimi (Rome: Typis Publicae Officinae Polygraphicae, 1949) 16. 

Lonergan was presumably quoting from memory.] 
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transeat, possessio boni infiniti, peto probationers. ; quae probatio dari non potest, uti 
iam demonstravimus. 

(3) Tertio argui potest: In nobis ex intelligentia sequitur verbum; ex verbo prac- 
tico sequitur volitio. Sed in Deo est intelligentia. Ergo in Deo etiam sunt verbum 
procedens et amor procedens; quod nihil est aliud quam SS. Trinitas. 

Respondetur quod ex intelligentia in nobis concludi potest ad intelligentiam in 
Deo univoce dictam, negatur, analogice dictam, conceditur. 66 Ulterius, si intelligentia 
univoce de Deo et de nobis dicitur, sequitur tam in Deo quam in nobis esse verbum 
ex intelligentia procedens, conceditur. Si autem intelligentia analogice tantum de 
Deo et de nobis dicitur, sequitur tam in Deo quam in nobis esse verbum ex intelli¬ 
gentia procedens, petitur probatio. Quae quidem dari non potest, turn quia supra 
demonstravimus in genere nullam esse posse demonstrationem SS. Trinitatis ex ef- 
fectibus, turn etiam ex intrinsecis uti alibi exposuimus. 67 Et similiter respondetur ad 
aliam conclusionem circa processionem amoris in Deo. Denique quod in con- 
clusione ponitur, nempe, ‘quod nihil est aliud quam SS. Trinitas,’ verum non est. 
Quamvis enim analogia psychologica aliquam pariat intelligentiam analogicam et 
imperfectam, eo tamen modo evolvatur necesse est quo magis ipsa revelata attend- 
untur quam conclusiones forte logicae ex ipsa analogia eaque sola deductae. Quod 
quidem constat dupliciten primo modo, ex c. Vaticano, db 1796, ubi de velamine et 
caligine; alio modo, ex experientia si quis analogiam psychologicam logice evolvit. 


(4) Sed tota expositio sequitur S, Thomam, qui hac in re suspectus est. 68 Nam 
semirationalismus quidam in S. Anselmo detegitur; et idem ac Anselmus fecit S. 
Thomas hac sola exceptione quod cum maiori exactitudine et claritate processit. 

Respondetur. S. Anselmus SS. Trinitatem re vera demonstravit, negatur et quidem 
auctoritate c. Vaticani quod impossibilitatem demonstrationis docuit (db 1816; ds 
3041); opinatus est se demonstrasse, transeat. S. Thomas idem ac S. Anselmus sed 
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case of a finite good, that may possibly be so; but in the case of infinite good 
it still has to be proven. And this proof cannot be produced, as we have al¬ 
ready shown. 

(3) Thirdly, one could argue as follows: in us, understanding gives rise to 
a word; and from a practical word volition follows. But in God there is un¬ 
derstanding; therefore, in God also there are a proceeding word and pro¬ 
ceeding love, and this is nothing other than the Trinity. 

In reply to this objection we affirm that from the fact of understanding in 
us one may conclude to understanding in God, but analogously, not univo- 
cally. 66 Besides, we grant that if understanding is predicated univocally of 
God and of us, it would follow that in God as well as in us there is a word 
that proceeds from understanding. But if understanding is predicated only 
analogously of God and of us, it has yet to be proven that it follows that in 
God as well as in us there is a word that proceeds from understanding. And 
indeed such a proof cannot be given, for we have demonstrated above in 
general terms that there can be no demonstration of the Trinity either 
from effects or, as we have explained elsewhere, from elements intrinsic to 
God. 67 And we would similarly respond to a further conclusion regarding 
the procession of love in God. Finally, the concluding statement that ‘this is 
nothing other than the Trinity’ is not true. For although the psychological 
analogy produces imperfect analogical understanding, this understanding 
must be further developed by attending more to the revealed truths than to 
what may be logical conclusions deduced solely from the analogy itself. This 
is clear, first from what Vatican 1 says about the ‘veil’ and ‘obscurity’ (db 
1796, ds 3016, ND 132), and secondly from experience, if one develops the 
psychological analogy logically. 

(4) But. this whole exposition follows St Thomas, who is suspect on this 
point. 68 For a certain semirationalism has been detected in St Anselm, and 
St Thomas did the same as Anselm, except that he proceeded with greater 
exactness and clarity. 

In reply, we say that Anselm in fact did not demonstrate the Trinity, and 
we say this on the authority of Vatican 1, which taught the impossibility of 
such demonstration (db 1816, ds 3041, nd 137); and it is questionable 


66 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, 1, q. 32, a. 1, ad 2m. 

67 Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics 206-13. 

68 See Vagaggini, ‘La hantise des rationes necessariae de saint Anselme dans la 
theologie des processions trinitaires de Saint Thomas,’ Spicilegium Beccense I, 
103 - 39 - 
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melius fecit, distinguit-ur. idem fecit, i. e., re vera non demonstravit, conceditur, idem 
fecit, i. e., opinatus est se demonstrasse, negatur?® 

Instatur. Saltern S. Thomas modo mere philosophico procedit. 70 

Respondetur. Haec interpretatio componi non potest cum iis quae docet S. Tho¬ 
mas de veritatibus per se notis quoad nos, Sum. theoL; !, q. 2, a. 1 c. Quaindo ergo 
dicitur: ‘On ne voit pas en quoi tout ceci differe en substance, du raisonnement de 
S. Anselme dans le Monobgion,' 71 respondetur S. Anselmum de facto non demon¬ 
strasse sed ad summum erronee opinatum esse se demonstrasse; quam erroneam 
opinionem evitavit S. Thomas qui contra S. Anselmum determinavit quid sit veritas 
per se nota quoad nos. 

Instatur. ‘dicere verbum’ aut est perfectio simplex aut non; si est perfectio sim¬ 
plex, demonstrari potest SS. Trinitas; si non est perfecdo simplex, nulla est analogia 
psychologica. 

Respondetur. ‘dicere verbum’ est perfectio simplex per se nota quoad se, transeat, 
per se nota quoad nos, negatur. 

A nobis demonstrate SS. Trinitas per principia per se nota quoad se et non 
quoad nos, negatur. 

Instatur. sed processus S. Thomae saepe non est ex scripturis, vel ex Patribus, vel 
ex conciliis, vel ex magisterio; nihil ergo relinquitur nisi ut sit mere philosophicus. 

Respondetur. relinquitur ut sit theologicus. Qui quidem processus theologicus du¬ 
plex est, sicut et in omni scientia. Nam in via analytica (inventionis, resolutionis in 
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whether he thought he had demonstrated it. As for the remark that Tho¬ 
mas did the same as Anselm but better, we agree that he did, that is, that in 
fact he did not demonstrate it, but we deny that Thomas did the same as 
Anselm, that is, that he thought he had demonstrated it. 69 

But, the objector goes on, at least St Thomas’s procedure is purely philo¬ 
sophical. 70 

In answer to this we point out that such an interpretation is incompatible 
with what St Thomas himself says in the Summa theologiae, 1, q. 2 , a. 1 c. 
about truths that are known per se with respect to us. To the statement, 
then, that ‘It is not apparent in what way all this differs substantially from St 
Anselm’s reasoning in the Monologion,’ 71 our response is that St Anselm in 
fact did not demonstrate the Trinity but at most wrongly thought he had. St 
Thomas avoided this mistaken opinion in determining, contrary to Anselm, 
the nature of a truth known per se with respect to us. 

A further objection: ‘To speak an inner word’ is either a simple, or pure, 
perfection or it is not; if it is a simple perfection, the Trinity can be demon¬ 
strated; if not, then there is no psychological analogy. 

Our answer to this is that while ‘to speak an inner word’ may or may not 
be a simple perfection known per se in itself, it is not known per se with re¬ 
spect to us. 

We deny that the Trinity is demonstrated by principles that are known 
per se in themselves and not with respect to us. 

A final objection: St Thomas often proceeds not from scripture or from 
the Fathers or from the church councils or the magisterium; it remains, 
then, that his procedure is purely philosophical. 

No, we answer, it remains that it is theological. The procedure in theol¬ 
ogy is twofold, as it is in every science. In the way of analysis (the way of dis- 

69 Vagaggini freely admits that St Thomas did not think he had demonstrated 
the Trinity (ibid. pp. 112, 115, 119, 120, 128), and in fact this is clear from his 
express words: De veritate, q. 4, a. 2, ad 5m; In Boethium de Trinitate, Proem., q. 
1, a. 4, ad 6m; Depotentia, q. 8, a. 1, ad 12m; Summa theologiae, 1, q. 32, a. 1, ad 
2m. See Robert L. Richard, The Problem of an Apologetical Perspective in the Trin¬ 
itarian Theology of St. Thomas Aquinas (Rome: Gregorian University Press, 

1963)- 

70 C. Vagaggini, ‘La hantise des rationes necessariae de Saint Anselme dans la 
theologie des processions trinitaires de Saint Thomas’ 116: ‘... a la lumiere de 
saseule analyse philosophique’ [... in the light of philosophical analysis 
alone’]; 127: ‘Apres les bases philosophique generates, 1 ’application aDieu,’ 
[‘After the philosophical foundations, the application to God’]. 

71 Ibid. 126. 
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causas) procedit ex prioribus quoad nos (scripturis, Patribus, conciliis, magisterio) 
per rationem fide illustratam (quae non est mere philosophica), ad ea quae sunt 
priora quoad se; et ita historice processum est ex revelatis divinarum personarum 
missionibus ad earundem consubstantialitatem; unde ad proprietates easque relati- 
vas; unde ad processionem Spiritus sancti ab utroque; unde ad analogiam psycho- 
logicarh apud S. Augustinum. In via autem synthetica (doctrinae, compositionis ex 
causis) ordine inverso proceditur, quod enim ultimo in via inventionis concluditur, 
primum in ordine doctrinae est; et ideo in Summa theologiae, ubi in ordine doctrinae 
proceditur, 78 incipitur a processionibus secundum analogiam psychologicam con- 
ceptis ut denique tandem ad missiones concludatur. 7 ^ Neque aliud quam absurdum 
est dicere initium viae doctrinae esse mere philosophicum, cum identicum sit cum 
termino ultimo ad quern in via inventionis concluditur, ubi conclusio est non per ra¬ 
tionem philosophicam sed per rationem fide illustratam, uti docet c. Vaticanum, db 

1796, ds 3016. 


Argumenti pars quinta: Ratio fide illustrata ad aliquam Deo dante analogicam 
atque impeifectam huius mysterii intelligentiam progredi potest. 

1 Quod de mysteriis omnibus docetur, de mysterio SS. Trinitatis docetur. 
Atqui c. Vaticanum turn (1) profectum intelligentiae, scientiae, sapientiae 
circa doctrinam fidei, db 1800, ds 3020, turn (2) analogicam illam atque im- 
perfectam quam asserimus mysteriorum intelligentiam docuit, db 1796, ds 
3016. Ergo. 

2 Accedunt facta. Profecit fenim doctrinae trinitariae intelligentia analo- 
gica et imperfecta, (1) ubi definita estgeneratio Filii Patri consubstantialis, 
db 54, ds 125 ; (2) ubi definita est implicite consubstantialitas Spiritus sanc¬ 
ti, db 86, ds 150; (3) ubi in symbolis et in liturgia apponitur formula, tres 
personae, una substantia, sermo fit de proprietatibus, et definitiones factae 
sunt de relationibus (db 39,432,703; ds 75 . 804,1330; Praefatio de SS. Trin- 
itate); (4) ubi definita est processio Spiritus sancti ab utroque, db 460,691; 
ds 850, 1300; (5) ubi in c. Vaticano factae sunt definitiones de mysteriis. 
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covery, of resolution into causes) it proceeds from what are first with 
respect to us ~ scripture, the Fathers, the councils, the magisterium - 
through reason illumined by faith (which is not purely philosophical) to 
what are first with respect to themselves. Thus, we proceeded historically 
from the revelation of the missions of the divine persons to their consub- 
stantiality, thence to their relative properties, to the procession of the Holy 
Spirit from both Father and Son, and finally to the psychological analogy in 
St Augustine. But in the way of synthesis (the way of teaching, of composi¬ 
tion from causes) the procedure is reversed: what is last in the way of discov¬ 
ery is first in the order of teaching. The Summa theologiae, therefore, which 
proceeds in the order of teaching, 72 begins from the processions as con¬ 
ceived according to the psychological analogy to arrive at last at the mis- 
sions. 7 ^ It is simply absurd to say that the beginning of the way of teaching 
is purely philosophical, since it is identical with the final point at which the 
way of discovery concluded, where the conclusion is arrived at not through 
philosophical reasoning but through reason illumined by faith, as the First 
Vatican Council teaches (db 1796* ds 3016, nd 132). 

Fifth part of the argument: Reason illumined by faith can, with God’s help, progress 
toward some imperfect analogical understanding of this mystery. 

1 What is said about all mysteries holds for the mystery of the Holy Trinity. 
But Vatican 1 taught that there is both (1) progress in understanding, 
knowledge, and wisdom concerning the teachings of the faith (db 1800, ds 
3020, nd 136) and (2) the imperfect analogical understanding of the mys¬ 
teries that we affirm (db 1796, ds 3016, nd 132) . This, therefore, applies 
equally to the mystery of the Trinity. 

2 This is confirmed by the following facts. Progress occurred in the im¬ 
perfect analogical understanding of the doctrine of the Trinity (1) when 
the generation of the Son as consubstantial with the Father was defined by 
the Council of Nicea (db 54 . ds 125, nd 7); (2) when the consubstantiality 
of the Holy Spirit was implicitly defined by the First Council of Constantino¬ 
ple (db 86, ds 150, nd 305); (3) when in the creeds and in the liturgy the 
formula ‘three persons, one substance’ was added, when mention was made 
of properties, and when definitions regarding relations were made at vari- 

72 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, 1, q. 27, Introduction. 

73 Ibid. qq. 27 and 43. See Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics 58-77; ‘Theol¬ 
ogy and Understanding,’ Collection { cwl 4) 114-32; Verbum (cwl 2) 213-22]. 
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3 Quod magis particulariter declarari oportet. Nam in singulis quas trac- 
tavimus. thesibus historice manifestus est transitus quidam ex obscuritate in 
claritatem. Non primo agnita est divinitas Filii in c. Nicaeno, sed tunc et 
deinceps clarior facta est agnitio. Non primo agnita est divinitas Spiritus 
sancti in c. Constantinopolitano, sed tunc et deinceps clarior facta est agni¬ 
tio. Sed hoc claritatis augmentum nihil est aliud quam intelligentiae aug- 
mentum, si quidem quae non intelligimus obscuriora reputamus, quae 
vero intelligimus ea clara esse affirmamus. 

Praeterea, in thesibus expositis non pauca quae nisi implicite non erant 
revelata per conclusiones doctorum et per definitiones ecclesiae facta sunt 
explicite agnita. Sed hie transitus ex implicids ad explicita nihil est aliud 
quam sciendae augmentum, si quidem scientia est conclusionum. 74 

Denique, in thesibus exposids non multa et diversa quasi seorsim et sine 
nexu posuimus, sed pedetendm uiium quoddam quasi corpus doctrinae or- 
dinavimus; quae sane doctrina singularem ilium veritatis atque certitudinis 
gradum obtinet qui defmidonibus fidei compedt. Quod nihil est aliud 
quam sapientiae augmentum, cuius est omnia ordinare atque iudicare. 

4 Quae cum ita sint, ulterius concludes quam intime inter se connectan- 
tur quae dogmatum dicitur evoluuo et theologiae profectus. Theologicae 
sane sunt quas posuimus theses quinque; at eaedem edam ita ad dogmata 
fidei pertinent ut non semel verbotenus ex ipsis decreds conciliorum oecu- 
menicorum sint desumptae. Quod si idem et theologicum et dogmaticum 
est, non alia est huius et alia illius historia, neque simpliciter diversa est utri- 
usque vel origo vel natura, sed potius in uno Christi corpore ex una fide 
procedunt turn quae a doctoribus elaborata dicuntur theologica turn quae 
ab ecclesia solemniter declarata agnoscuntur dogmata. 

Quod enim hisce paginis ab initiis ad finem usque quaesivimus, semper 
unum idemque fuit ut, videlicet, recta eorum habeatur intelligentia quae in 
Deo abscondita divinitus nobis de Patre, de Filio, de Spiritu sancto sunt 
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ous times (db 39, 432, 703; ds 75, 804, 1330; nd 16, 318, 325; Preface of the 
Trinity); (4) when the procession of the Holy Spirit ab utroque was defined 
(DB 460,691; ds 850,1300; ND 321,322); (5) when the First Vatican Council 
produced definitions concerning the mysteries. 

3 This needs to be shown more particularly. For in each of the theses that 
we have been treating, a transition from obscurity to clarity has been mani¬ 
fested historically. The divinity of the Son was not first acknowledged in the 
Council of Nicea, but the acknowledgment became clearer then and there; 
after. The divinity of the Holy Spirit was not first acknowledged in the 
Council of Constantinople, but the acknowledgment became clearer then 
arid thereafter. But this increase in clarity was simply an increase in under¬ 
standing, since what we do not understand we consider obscure, and what 
we do understand we affirm to be clear. 

Also, in these theses there were several points that were only implicitly re¬ 
vealed but became explicitly acknowledged through the conclusions of 
theologians and the definitions of the church. But this transition from the 
implicit to the explicit is simply an increase in scientific knowledge, since 
scientific knowledge is knowledge of conclusions. 74 

Finally, in expounding these theses we did not deal with many different 
topics separately and without connection with the rest, but gradually 
brought them together to form one ordered body of doctrine, a doctrine 
that indeed enjoys that unique degree of truth and certitude that is proper 
to definitions of faith. This is simply an increase in wisdom, whose function 
it is to order and judge all things, 

4 This being so, you may further gather how intimately connected are 
what are called the development of dogma and the advancement of theolo¬ 
gy. These five theses are surely theological; but also they are so much a part 
of the dogmas of faith that more than once they have been taken word for 
word from the decrees of ecumenical councils. But if the theological and 
the dogmatic are the same, they do not have different histories, nor is the 
origin or nature of each simply diverse, but rather in the one body of Christ 
there issue from the one faith both the judgments of teachers that are con¬ 
sidered theological and the solemn definitions of the church that are ac¬ 
knowledged as dogmas. 

What we have been seeking from beginning to end in these pages has al¬ 
ways been the very same, namely, to have a correct understanding of those 
truths hidden in God that have been divinely revealed to us concerning the 

74 [For this sense of saenHa, see Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematic 24-25.) 
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revelata. De multis sane locuti sumus, de ludeo-Christianis et Gnosticis, de 
Adoptionistis et Sabellianis, de subordinationismo et Arianismo, de Pneu- 
matomachis et Photianis et semi-rationalistis; quos tamen consideravimus 
non propter se sed quia per modurn contradictorii manifestant rectam 
revelatorum intelligentiam. Neque ob alium finem consideravimus vel Ire- 
naeum vel Athanasium vel Basilium vel Nyssenum vel Augustinum vel 
Aquinatem quam ut per eos illuniinati ad rectam revelatorum intelligen¬ 
tiam perveniamus. Neque novum quendarn finem introduximus ubi sym- 
bola fidei vel conciliaria decreta attulimus, sed intelligeritiam quaerentes 
non quamlibet sed rectam, neque in rebus divinis humanae fidentes sapien- 
tiae, certum iudicium atque definitivum non alibi inveniri reputavimus 
quam in illo magisterio cui. promissa est divina assistentia. 


Quibus perspectis, concludes existere obiectum theologiae proprium 
idque vere scientificum. Quam enim affirmavit c. Vaticanum imperfectam 
mysteriorum intelligentiam, ilia sane obiectum habet quod intelligendo at- 
tingitur: repugnat enim ut sit intelligentia quin quidquam sit intellectum. 
Ulterius, obiectum quod intelligendo attingitur, vere scientificum est: 
definiri enim solet scientia certa rerum per causas cognitio; differt autem 
scientia a caetera cognitione certa quatenus per causas est; neque aliud est 
per causas cognoscere quam intelligere. 75 Neque alia denique est scientia 
praeter theologiam quae hanc mysteriorum intelligentiam quaerit et hoc 
intelligendi obiectum vere scientificum habet proprium. Nam philosophia 
•ad ea restringitur quae naturaliter ihnotescunt; studia autem historica, uti 
sunt biblica, patristica, mediaevalia, et eiusmodi, non directe ipsas res divi- 
nas intelligere student sed potius modum quo homines olim de rebus divi¬ 
nis cogitabant, loquebantur, scribebant. Quae cum ita sint, non satis ad 
decretum c. Vaticani attendere videntur qui theologiam negent unam 
quandam veri nominis esse scientiam, eamque resolvere velint in congeri- 
em quandam conclusionum quae proprie pertinent ad alias disciplinas, 
puta philosophicam, biblicam, patristicam, et eiusmodi. 

Quod si salvatur theologia ut veri nominis scientia, statim salvatur valor 
speculativus dogmatum. Nam uti superius habitum est, ex eodem fonte 
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Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. It is true that we have spoken about 
many things, about Judeo-Christians and Gnostics, Adoptionists and Sabel- 
lians, subordinationism and Arianism, Pneumatomachs and Photians and 
semirationalists, all of whom, however, we considered not for their own 
sake but because by way of contradiction they bring to light a correct under¬ 
standing of revelation. In turning to the works of Irenaeus, Athanasius, Ba¬ 
sil, Gregory of Nyssa, Augustine, and Aquinas we had no other aim than 
that enlightened by them we might arrive at a correct understanding of the 
data of revelation. But our purpose was no different in appealing to the 
creeds and conciliar decrees; rather, seeking not just any understanding 
but the correct understanding, and not trusting human wisdom in divine 
matters, we deemed that a certain and definitive judgment is to be found 
nowhere else than in the magisterium with the divine assistance promised 
to it. 

From this one may conclude that theology has its proper object, an object 
that is truly scientific. For the imperfect understanding of the mysteries that 
was affirmed by Vatican 1 surely has an object that is attained by understand¬ 
ing: understanding without something being understood makes no sense. 
Moreover, an object that is attained by understanding is truly scientific, for 
science is generally defined as certain knowledge of things through their 
causes; science is different from other forms of certain knowledge inas¬ 
much as it is knowledge through causes, and to know through causes is to 
understand. 75 Finally, there is no science other than theology that seeks 
this understanding of the mysteries and takes this truly scientific object of 
understanding to be its proper object. For philosophy is restricted to what is 
known naturally; historical studies, such as biblical, patristic, medieval, and 
the like do not directly strive to understand these divine realities themselves 
but rather the ways in which past generations thought, spoke, and wrote 
about divine realities. Accordingly, those would seem to pay insufficient at¬ 
tention to the decree of Vatican 1 who would deny that theology is a partic¬ 
ular science in the true sense of the word and would want to break it up into 
a congeries of conclusions that properly belong to other disciplines such as 
philosophy, biblical studies, patristics, and so on. 

But if theology is vindicated as a true science, the speculative value of 
dogmas is immediately vindicated. For as we have said, both the theological 

75 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, 1,2,71b 9 ~ 15 > where ‘understanding’ is assumed 
to be known by experience but where its nature is elucidated analytically by 
speaking of causes. 
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revelationis secundum eandem fidem intra eundem processum historicum 
in eundem frnern rectae mysteriorum intelligentiae procedunt turn theo- 
Iogica turn dogmata. Non enim theologus de intelligentia ultimum iudici- 
um ipse fert sed illud a magisterio ecclesiae exspectat; neque magisterium 
theologiam respuit sed earn nutrit et, data occasion e, adhibet ad suam ver- 
itatem infallibiliter declarandam. Quare, vehementer errant qui dogmata 
ordinis tantummodo practici esse dictitant, quasi nihil essent nisi praecepta 
vel regulae ut tali modo et non alio res divinas concipiamus, affirmemus, 
enuntiemus, doceamus. 76 Etsi enim in dogmatibus minime desit aspectus 
practicus, isque utilissimus, hie tamen valor in alio fundatur et ex eo fluit, 
qui quidem nihil est aliud quam valor rectae intelligentiae circa fidei myste- 
ria; qui sane valor ordinis est speculative si quidem theologia scientia vere 
est. 

5 Dixerit tamen quispiam valde miram esse hanc mysteriorum intelligentiam. Ubi 
enim intelligitur, ibi manifesta habetur claritas. Sed divina mysteria ita imperfecte 
intelliguntur ut ‘ipsius fidei velamine contecta et quadam quasi caligine obvoluta 
maneant,’ db 1796, ds 3016. 

Respondendum est dupliciter haberi intelligentiam: uno modo directe et positive 
intelligendo; alio modo, perspiciendo illud deesse quod a nobis intelligi potest. Et 
hunc alium modum, quern ‘inversum’ nominavimus, alibi plenius illustravimus, 
turn ex incommensurabilibus qua eatenus intelligi dicuntur quatenus perspicitur 
eis deesse ilia intelligibilitas quae ex communi magnitudinis mensura provenit, turn 
in prima lege Newtoniana quae inerdam non intelligit sed earn negat per causam 
extrinsecam et motricem esse explicandam, turn in re statisdea ubi probabilitatis ra¬ 
tio non in posidva quadam intelligibilitate fundatur se in perspecta absenda system- 
atizationis intelligibiiis.’ 77 


76 Ubi dogmata ordinis tantummodo practici esse dictitantur, ibi facillime dedu- 
citur existentia disciplinae speculadvae quae theoretice practicum dogmatum 
valorem examinat atque iudicat. Qualern disciplinam theoreticam, stride 
philosophicam, ad supematuralem religionem Catholicam examinandam et 
iudicandam, incipere voluit H. Dumery iis in operibus, Critique et Religion, 
Paris 1957, et Philosophie de la Religion, Paris 1957, quae in indicem sunt relata. 
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and the dogmatic proceed from the same source of revelation in accor¬ 
dance with the same faith, within the same historical process, and for the 
same purpose, a correct understanding of the mysteries. For a theologian as 
such does not pronounce final judgment on understanding, but waits for 
that from the magisterium of the church; and the magisterium does not 
spurn theology, but nourishes it and, when the occasion arises, uses it in or¬ 
der to infallibly declare its truth. Hence, they are greatly mistaken who 
claim that dogmas belong only to the practical order, as if they were merely 
directives or rules for us to conceive, affirm, express, and teach, in this way 
and no other, about the things of God. 76 Even though dogmas by no means 
lack a practical aspect, indeed a most useful one, still this value is founded 
on another and flows from it, which is indeed nothing other than the value 
of having a correct understanding concerning the mysteries of faith - surely 
a value in the speculative order, since theology is truly a science. 

5 Someone might say that this understanding of the mysteries is a very 
strange thing indeed. For where there is understanding, there obviously is 
clarity. But the divine mysteries are so imperfectly understood that ‘they re¬ 
main covered by the veil of faith and, as it were, shrouded in darkness’ (db 
1796, ds 3016, nd 132). 

We answer this by pointing out that there are two ways in which under¬ 
standing is acquired: one way is by understanding directly and positively; 
the other, by grasping that there is nothing for us to understand. This sec¬ 
ond way, which we have called ‘inverse insight,’ we have explained more ful¬ 
ly elsewhere, from incommensurable magnitudes that are said to be 
understood only insofar as they are perceived to lack the intelligibility that 
arises from a common measure of magnitude, from Newton’s first law of 
motion, which does not understand inertia but denies that it is to be ex¬ 
plained by an extrinsic cause and motive force, and from statistics, where 
the meaning of probability is grounded not in some positive intelligibility 
but in grasping the absence of intelligible systematization. 77 

76 Where dogmas are claimed to belong only to the practical order, it is very easy 
to deduce the existence of a speculative study that theoretically examines and 
judges the practical value of dogmas. Henry Dumery, in his works Critique et 
religion: Problemes de methode m philosophie (Paris: Societe d’edition d’enseigne- 
ment superieur, 1957) and Philosophie de la religion: Essai sur la signification du 
christianisme (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1957), wanted to begin 
such a theoretical study, strictly philosophical in nature, for the purpose of 
examining and judging the supernatural Catholic religion. These books were 
placed on the Index. 

77 See Lonergan, Insight 43-50, 78-81, etc. 
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lam vero hie alius et inversus intelligent modus non accidentalem quandam 
rerum obscuritatem detegit sed potius totum campum scientificum illuminat, fun- 
damentales conceptus clarificat, et ipsam inquisitionem non solum ab investigation- 
ibus erroneis revocat sed etiam in viam rectam dirigit. 

Porro quod in theologia didtur mysterium non aliud exprimit quam quod dixi- 
mus actum intelligendi ihversum. Qui enim SS. Trinitatem vel DNIC incarnationem 
mysterium esse cognoscit, eo ipso assent his inesse quod a nobis hac in vita non di- 
recte et positive intelligendum est. Quae intelligentiae humanae negatio non mera 
quaedam atque infructuosa negatio est, sed potius fundamentalis quaedam clavis in 
tota inquisitione theologica dirigenda atque regulanda. Quam ob causam minime 
inter se pugnant quae a c. Vaticano affirmata est intelligentia et quae simul ab 
eodem affirmata est obscuritas. 

Denique tandem, ut addatur differentia quae inter theologiam caeterasque disci- 
piinas humanas intercedi t, notandum est ut in aliis disciplinis actus intelligendi in¬ 
versus rem respicit quae propter materialitatem a plena intelligibilitate deficit 
neque ullo modo impedit quominus eiusdem rei forma seu essentia directe et posi¬ 
tive intelligatur; sed in theologia inversus intelligendi actus rem respicit quae intel- 
ligibilitatis excessu et perfectione infinita intellectum finitum superat, unde et 
excludit possibilitatem divinam fomiam seu essentiam directe et positive hac in vita 
intelligendi. 

6 At alius forte dixerit scientiam esse conclusionum, intelligentiam vero principi- 
orum. Quam autem mysteriorum intelligentiam affirmavit c. Vaticanum, re vera 
non principiorum esse sed conclusionum. 

Respondetur principium esse primum in aliquo ordine, eadem autem in multis 
et diversis ordinibus considerari posse. Unde in disciplinis distingui solet inter prin- 
cipia communia, quae in ratione entis fundantur et omni disciplinae sunt commu- 
nia, et principia propria, quae in perspecta rei essentia fundantur et ideo nisi ad 
particularem quandam disciplinam non pertinent. Unde et ulterius in omnibus dis¬ 
ciplinis distinguuntur via inventionis et via doctrinae: et via inventionis incipit qui- 
dem a prioribus quoad nos ut per principia communia ad priora quoad se et 
principia propria attingat; via autem doctrinae a prioribus quoad se incipit ut per 
principia propria ordine t atque explicet quae priora sunt quoad nos. 


Quae cum ita sint, manifestum est c. Vaticanum recte vocem intelligentiae adhi- 
buisse. Quamvis enim mysteriorum intelligentia in via inventionis sit quasi conclusio 
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Now, this inverse way of understanding does not bring to light some acci¬ 
dental obscurity in things but rather illuminates the whole field of science, 
clarifies its basic concepts, and not only diverts inquiry away from misguid¬ 
ed investigations but also sets it in the right direction. 

What in theology, then, is called mystery simply expresses what we have 
termed an inverse insight. One who knows that the Holy Trinity of the In¬ 
carnation is a mystery affirms by that fact that in these mysteries there is 
something that is not to be understood directly and positively by us in this 
life. This denial of human understanding is not a mere sterile negation but 
rather a fundamental key for directing and regulating the whole of theolog¬ 
ical inquiry. Thus, there is no contradiction between the understanding 
that the First Vatican Council affirmed and the obscurity that it affirmed at 
the same time. 

Finally, as to the difference between theology and the other human stud¬ 
ies, note that in other disciplines an inverse insight regards an object that 
because of its materiality falls short of complete intelligibility without in any 
way preventing its form or essence from being directly and positively under¬ 
stood; but in theology an inverse insight regards an object that by reason of 
its excess of intelligibility and infinite perfection overwhelms a finite intel¬ 
lect and so excludes the very possibility in this life of our directly and posi¬ 
tively understanding the divine form or essence. 

6 But someone else may say that scientific knowledge is of conclusions 
while understanding is of principles, yet the understanding of the mysteries 
affirmed by Vatican 1 is really not about principles but about conclusions. 

Our answer is that a principle is that which is first in some order, and 
that principles can be found in many different orders. Thus, in various dis¬ 
ciplines there is the usual distinction between common principles, found¬ 
ed on the formality of being and common to every science, and proper 
principles, founded on the grasp of the essence of the object of that disci¬ 
pline and therefore proper only to that particular discipline. Hence, in all 
disciplines there is a further distinction between the way of discovery and 
the way of teaching: the way of discovery begins from what are prior with 
respect to us so as through common principles to arrive at what are prior 
in themselves and the principles proper to that discipline; the way of 
teaching, however, begins from what are prior in themselves so as to order 
and explain by means of proper principles what are prior with respect to 
us. 

Thus, Vatican 1 was certainly correct in using the term ‘understanding.’ 
For although understanding of the mysteries is, as it were, the final conclu- 
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ultima, tamen per earn attinguntur quae sunt priora quoad se et principia propria 
(haec analogice intellige) a quibus incipit et procedit via doctrinae. 

7 Sed et alius forte obiecerit contradictoria esse videri quae in capite, db 1796, ds 
3016, et in canone, db 1816, DS 3041, ponuntur; in capite enim affirmatur mysteri- 
orum intelligentia; in canone autem eadem negatur. 

Respondetur in canone negari intelligentiam e principiis naturalibus per ratio- 
nem rite excultam, in capite autem affirmari intelligentiam, non e principiis natu¬ 
ralibus, sed ex ipsis mysteriis divinitus revelatis et fide susceptis, et non per rationem 
rite excultam, sed per rationem fide illustratam, sedulo, pie, sobrie inquirentem, 
neque assequentem nisi Deo dante. Quibus agnitis differentiis, nullam adesse con- 
tradictionem patet. 

In thesi vero paulo aliter processimus, ut eorum effugium excludamus qui, sup- 
posita revelatione, naturalem mysteriorum intelligentiam vel scientiam affirmarent. 
Et ideo diximus mysteria in se intelligi non posse naturaliter sive ante sive post 
revelationem; eadem vero in alio seu analogice intelligi posse post revelationem. 


Scholion: De analogia trinitaria dicta psychological 

1 Cum hac in vita Deum non cognoscamus per essentiam, remanet ut eum 
concipiamus secundum similitudinem rerum creatarum; sed omnis nostra 
rerum creatarum notitia aut ex experientia exteriori et sensibili oritur aut 
ex experientia interiori seu conscientia; et ideo omnes analogiae quibus 
Deum concipimus ad duo reducuntur genera, quorum aliud ex sensibilibus 
incipit, aliud autem ex datis psychologicis. Quas duas vias superius illus- 
travimus: Athanasius enim ex sole solisque splendore processit ut Filium 
Deo Patri consubstantialem conciperet; 79 apud Origenem vero Filius ex 
Patre genitus esse dicitur ‘tamquam ex mente voluntas.’ 80 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


639 Part 2: Five Theses - Thesis 5 

sion in the way of discovery, nevertheless through it we attain what are prior 
in themselves and the proper principles (understood analogously) from 
which the way of teaching begins and proceeds. 

7 But it might also perhaps be objected that what is stated by Vatican 1 in 
the chapter (db 1796, ds 3016, nd 132) and in the canon (db 1816, ds 3041, 
nd 137) are apparently contradictory, for in the chapter [chapter 4] the un¬ 
derstanding of the mysteries is affirmed, while in the canon the same is de¬ 
nied. 

In reply we say that in the canon an understanding from natural princi¬ 
ples by a properly developed faculty of reason is denied, while in the chap¬ 
ter there is affirmed an understanding, not from natural principles but 
from the mysteries themselves divinely revealed and accepted by faith, and 
not by a properly developed reason but by reason illumined by faith that in¬ 
quires diligently, reverently, and judiciously and succeeds only with God’s 
help. Once these differences are acknowledged, the contradiction vanishes. 

In this thesis we have proceeded in a slightly different way in order to rule 
out the disingenuous notion that would affirm, presupposing revelation, a 
natural understanding or knowledge of the mysteries. That is why we have 
said that the mysteries cannot be naturally understood in themselves either 
before or after revelation; but after revelation they can be understood in an¬ 
other, analogically. 

Excursus: The psychological analogy of the Trinity 78 

1 Since in this life we do not know God through his essence, it remains that 
we conceive God according to a likeness to created things. But all of our 
knowledge of creatures arises either from our external sense experience or 
from our interior experience, our consciousness. Therefore, all analogies 
by which we conceive God are reduced to two kinds, one that begins from 
sensible data and the other that begins from psychological data. These two 
ways of conceiving God we illustrated earlier: Athanasius proceeded from 
considering the sun and the sun’s splendor to conceiving the Son as con- 
substantial with the Father, 79 while in Origen the Son is said to have been 
born from the Father ‘like an act of willing proceeding from his mind.’ 80 

78 [This excursus was rewritten for the 1964 edition. For the 1961 version, see 
below, pp. 710-33,] 

7.9 See above, pp. 188-91. 

80 See above, pp. 120-25. 
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Cuius analogiae psychoiogicae multiplex est consideratio: narrat enim 
positivus quotupliciter a Patribus et theologis concepta sit; 81 quibus de con- 
ceptionibus unam systematicus seligit ut imperfectam quandam Kuius mys- 
terii intelligentiam assequatur; et hanc intelligentiam utrum in fontibus 
revelationis quodammodo contineatur quaerit dogmaticus. 

Hoc tamen in scholio, uti in opusculo dogmatico convenit, turn positi- 
vam investigationem turn systematicam praeterimus ut ad solam quaestion- 
em dogmaticam attendamus. Quod omni utilitate carere non videtur. Sicut 
enim positiva studia parum prosunt ubi ipsa res non intelligitur, ita etiam in 
suspicionem venit mysterii intelligentia quae in fontibus revelationis non 
fundetur. 

2 Rei ergo psychoiogicae quattuor sunt manifestationes. Quarum prima 
omnino privata est cum in ipsis conscientiae datis iisque immediatis consis- 
tat. Altera autem publica est et communis: in cotidiano enim nominum ver- 
borumque usu permulta sunt quae ex interiori experientia procedant 
eamque sufficienter exprimant ut ab aliis intelligantur qui vel eadem vel si- 
milia experiri soleant. Tertia vero technica et psychologica est: in descrip- 
tionibus enim introspectivis consistit quarum finis est ut ipse lector ad suam 
et propriam experientiam attendat ibique inveniat quae ibidem immediate 
dentur. Quarta denique systematica et philosophica est quae per modum 
unius comprehendit turn potentiam cognoscitivam omniaque cognoscibilia 
turn potentiam electivam omniaque eligibilia. 

Quibus perspectis, nisi primam et alteram rei psychoiogicae manifesta- 
tionem non cogitas apud evangelistas et apostolos. Nulla enim ratione sua- 
detur eos vel introspectionem psychologicam peregisse vel systemata 
philosophica elaborasse. E contra, quemadmodum omnes homines interi- 
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There are several ways to approach the psychological analogy. The posi¬ 
tive theologian recounts in how many ways it has been conceived by the Fa¬ 
thers and by theologians. 81 The systematic theologian selects one of these 
conceptions in order to gain some understanding of this mystery. And the 
dogmatic theologian asks whether this understanding is contained in some 
way in the sources of revelation. 

In this excursus, however, as is fitting in a brief dogmatic treatise, we are 
bypassing the investigations of both positive arid systematic theology in or¬ 
der to direct our attention solely to the dogmatic question. This, we feel, 
will not be entirely useless. For just as positive studies are of little value when 
the topic itself is not understood, so also any understanding of a mystery 
that is not founded upon the sources of revelation becomes suspect. 

2 Psychological reality has four manifestations. The first is purely private, 
since it consists in the immediate data of consciousness. The second is pub¬ 
lic and common; for in our daily use of language there are a great many 
things that proceed from our interior experience and express it well 
enough for it to be understood by others who usually have the same or sim¬ 
ilar experiences. The third is a psychological technique: it consists in intro¬ 
spective descriptions the purpose of which is to enable one to attend to 
one’s own experience and discover there what immediately presents itself. 
The fourth is systematic and philosophical, comprehending in a unified 
grasp the power to know and all that can be known, as well as the power to 
choose and the full range of choices. 

Accordingly, surely no one supposes that any but the first two of these 
psychological manifestations were experienced by the evangelists and apos¬ 
tles. There is no reason to think that they ever undertook any psychological 
introspection or worked out a philosophical system. On the contrary, just as 

81 See A. Michel’s article ‘Verbe,’ dtc xv (30) 2639-72. For a further bibliogra¬ 
phy, see twnt iv, 69-71; Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/2, 755-88; Marguerite Harl, 
Ongene et la fonction revelatrice du Verbe income (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1958) 
31-32 [pp. 31-32 give just a table of the bibliography that follows, which runs 
from p. 33 to p. 68. In the bibliography, see particularly the tides listed under 
the headings ‘La notion de Logos’ (p. 59) and ‘Notions de Logos, de Pneuma, 
de Dunamis' (pp. 66-67) ]; Michael Schmaus, Diepsychologische Trinitdtslehre des 
hi. Augustinus (Munster [Westf.]: Aschendorff, 1927) ix-xxv; H. Paissac, 
Theologie du Verbe: Saint Augustin et Saint Thomas (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1951) 
237-42; A. Malet, Personne et amour dans le theologie trinitaire de saint Thomas 
d'Aquin (Paris: Vrin, 1956) [Lonergan gives no page numbers here because 
there is no bibliographic list given in the book]; Schmaus, KatholischeDogma- 
tik, 1, 6th ed., § 39, pp. 97-99; § 44, pp. 700-702; § 86, pp. 709-10. 
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orem experientiam manifestant, eodem modo etiam nt auctores et proce- 
dere potuisse et processisse dubitandum non est. Et cunxeadem ratio sit de 
manifestatione et de manifestato, ubi admittitur rei psychologicae altera 
manifestatio publica et communis, ibi excludi non debet ipsa interior expe- 
rientia quae manifestatur. 

Quod si in evangelistis et apostolis non cogitantur nisi prima et altera rei 
psychologicae manifestatio, non statim sequitur tertiam et quartam ab exe- 
geta praetermitti posse. Non enim desunt exegetae qui de ‘mente auctoris’ 
pronuntient; neque in iis inconveniens esse videtur scientia mentis turn 
qualis sit turn quemadmodum ipsa se manifested neque clara et exacta haec 
mentis scientia esse potest nisi in eo qui descriptionibus et quasi experi- 
mentis psychologies et introspectivis utatur; neque sola attentio ad imme- 
diata conscientiae data sufficit, sed ipsa data intelligi oportet; neque tabs 
esse potest haec intelligent^ ut consequentias non habeat gnoseologicas, 
epistemologicas, et ontologicas. Quam ob causam, nostris temporibus non 
desunt exegetae, iique maioris nominis, qui ad philosophos recurrant ut 
fundamenta operis hermeneutici addiscant. 





3 Porro ut immediata conscientiae data invenias quae analogiam trinitar- 
iam respiciant, ipse te consideres necesse est. Quaeras ergo tu a te velim 
utrum umquam in vita hoc expertus sis: 82 verum dicere propter per- 
spectam evidentiam. Quam experientiam si habueris et te habuisse affirm- 
abis, eandem iterum habebis cum verum dicas de propria et praeterita 
experientia: dices enim propter perspectam evidentiam. Sin vero num- 
quam habueris et negabis, statim affirmare poteris: si enim vere negabis, 
propter perspectam evidentiam negabis. Quod si neque affirmabis neque 
negabis sed dubitabis, nihilo minus habebitur intentum; ideo enim dubita- 
bis quia evidentiam sufficientem non perspexeris; quam si perspexisses, 
non dubitares sed affirmares. Quilibet enim praeter parvulos, praeter som- 
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everyone manifests his or her interior experience, so there is no doubt that 
the New Testament authors could do so and actually did so in the very same 
way. And since there is the same meaningful content in both the manifesta¬ 
tion and what is manifested, it follows that when there is a public and com¬ 
mon manifestation of a psychological fact, the interior experience that is 
manifested must not be excluded. 

But if it is impossible to think that the evangelists and apostles experi¬ 
enced any other than the first and second psychological manifestations, it 
does not immediately follow that the third and fourth can be ignored by an 
exegete. For there are a number of exegetes who talk about ‘the mind of 
the author,’ and it seems appropriate for them to know what the human 
mind is like and how it manifests itself. No one can have this clear and exact 
knowledge of the mind except one who makes use of introspective descrip¬ 
tions and something like introspective psychological experiments as well. 
Nor is it enough to attend solely to the immediate data of consciousness; 
the data themselves need to be understood, and this sort of understanding 
cannot be had without gnoseological, epistemological, and ontological 
consequences. That is why in our day there are many highly regarded exe¬ 
getes who turn to philosophers in order to learn the fundamentals of 
hermeneutics. 

3 And so, to discover the immediate data of consciousness that have to do 
with the trinitarian analogy, you will have to examine yourself. I should like 
you, then, to ask yourself whether in your life you have ever experienced 
the following: 82 speaking what is true because of your grasp of the evidence 
for it. If you have had this experience and state that you have had it, you will 
have it once again when you speak the truth about your prior experience, 
for you will be saying so because of your grasp of the evidence. But if you 
never have had such an experience and deny that you have had it, you will 
immediately be able to say so, for if you truthfully deny it, you will be doing 
so because of your grasp of the evidence. And if you neither affirm nor deny 
but doubt, we shall still prove our point, for you will doubt because you have 


82 Agitur ergo de experientia stricte dicta, quae per se antecedit experientiae 
investigationem, introspectionem, intelligentiam, defmitionem, huius defini- 
tionis considerationem, affirmationem, huius affirmationis expressionem. 
Videsis Insight, cap. xi; Gregorianum 40 (1959) 249 ss. 
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82 We are referring here to experience in the strict sense of the term, which per 
se is prior to the investigation, introspection, understanding, and definition 
of the experience, reflection upon and affirmation of this definition, and the 
expression of this affirmation. See Lonergan, Insight, chapter 11; ‘Christ as 
Subject: A Reply,’ in Collection 153-84. [See also Bernard Lonergan, The Onto¬ 
logical and Psychological Constitution of Christ, trans. Michael G. Shields, ed. Fre¬ 
derick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran, vol. 7 in Collected Works of Bernard 
Lonergan (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2002) 156-89.] 
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niantes, praeter amentes, propriam experitur rationalitatem ubi sincere vel 
affirmat vel negat vel dubitat. 


Sed ulterius ipse a te iterum quaeras velim utrum umquam in vita hoc ex- 
pertus sis: honeste eligere propter agnitam obligationem moralem. Sed ne 
generalius loquar, nonne veracitatem agnoscis obligatoriam? nonne ali- 
quando veraciter locutus es propter agnitam veracitatis obligationem mo¬ 
ralem? Quod si affirmare poteris, datum conscientiae immediatum quod 
intendimus inveneris. Sin autem negas, nonne nunc saltern veraciter loqu- 
eris? At dixerit forte quispiam se veraciter interdum loqui non tamen prop¬ 
ter honestatem sed propter utilitatem. Quod si nunc facit, sperni potest 
obiectio; non enim honeste obicit sed, uti dicit, propter nescio quam utili¬ 
tatem quam ex obiectione sibi proventuram esse exspectat. 


Praeterea, sicut eadem de contrariis est scientia, ita similis quodammodo 
de contrariis est conscientia. Sicut propriam rationalitatem experimur ubi 
verum dicimus propter perspectam evidentiam, ita eandem experimur sed 
violatam ubi temere iudicamus praeter vel contra evidentiam. Sicut propri¬ 
am moralitatem experimur ubi honeste eligimus propter agnitam obliga¬ 
tionem, ita eandem moralitatem sed violatam experimur ubi contra 
obligationem eamque agnitam eligimus. 


Praeterea, sicut ex actibus procedunt habitus, ita ex immediata actuiim 
conscientia habitualem conscientiae quasi statum conicimus. Probitas ergo 
mentis est ut semper propter et secundum evidentiam perspectam iudice- 
mus; mentis autem excaecatio est ut regulariter de aliquo rerum genere 
praeter vel contra evidentiam iudicemus. Et similiter bonae conscientiae est 
semper propter agnitam obligationem eligere; sed obdurati est cordis reg¬ 
ulariter contra obligations plane agnoscendas eligere. 

Denique tandem illud maxime animadvertendum est quod, etiamsi nunc 
primo propriam realitatem rationalem atque moralem thematicese u signate 
experiaris, eandem tamen iam pridem exercite experiris. Incipit enim ratio- 
nalitatis et moralitatis exercitium, ubi incipit quae nominari solet ‘aetas ra- 
tionis’; sed non incipit huius exercitii signata seu thematica consideratio, 
donee tu te de tua mente ita callide interrogas ut eas necessitates clare et 
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not seen sufficient evidence; if you had seen sufficient evidence, you would 
not have doubted but would have affirmed it. Everyone except children, 
dreamers, and the insane experience their own rationality when they sin- 
cerely affirm or deny or doubt. 

Again, ask yourself whether you have ever in this life experienced the fol¬ 
lowing: making a virtuous choice because of an acknowledged moral obli¬ 
gation. But - not to speak more generally - do you not acknowledge that it 
is obligatory to tell the truth? Have you not sometimes spoken truthfully be¬ 
cause of this acknowledged moral obligation? If you are able to say so, you 
"ill have discovered the immediate datum of consciousness that we are 
seeking. But if you say no, will you not at least now be speaking truthfully? 
But someone may say that they at times speak truthfully not out of honesty 
but for the sake of some advantage. If, however, he is doing this now, the 
objection can be rejected; for the objection was not made honestly, but, as 
the objector says, because of some advantage that he expects will come to 
him as a result of his objection. 

Moreover, just as the knowledge of contraries is the same knowledge, so 
in a somewhat similar way the consciousness of contraries is the same con¬ 
sciousness. Just as we experience our own rationality when we speak the 
truth on account of our grasp of the evidence for it, so we experience the 
same but violated rationality when we judge rashly either beyond or against 
the evidence. Just as we experience our own morality when we make a virtu¬ 
ous choice because of an acknowledged obligation, so also do we experi¬ 
ence the same but violated morality when we make a chbice that is contrary 
to an acknowledged obligation. 

Furthermore, as habits proceed from acts, so we can conjecture the habit¬ 
ual state of our conscience from the immediate consciousness of our acts. 
Rectitude of the mind, therefore, consists in always judging because of and 
according to our grasp of evidence. Blindness of mind, on the other hand 
means regularly judging about all sorts of things beyond or against the 
evidence. Similarly, it is the mark of a good conscience always to choose 
because of an acknowledged obligation, but the mark of a hardened con¬ 
science regularly to choose contrary to clearly acknowledged obligations 

Lastly, it is most important to note that even if now for the first time you 
are experiencing your own rational and moral reality thematically, or concep- 
luaUy, you have all along been experiencing it as exercised. The exercise of 
rationality and morality begins with what is called the 'age of reason'; but 
the thematic or conceptual consideration of this exercise does not begin 
until you so skillfully interrogate yourself about your state of mind as to ex- 
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distincte experiaris quae ipsius mentis naturam et quasi inditam legem 
manifested. 

4 Quibus perspectis, multa et diversa ulterius quaeri possunt, vel ut evol- 
vatur tota quaedam philosophia transcendentalis, vel ut explicetur quem- 
adniodum haec psychologica ad mysterium trinitarium quadantenus 
intelligendum conferant,® 3 vel utnarretur quotopliciter haec analogia trin- 
itaria et psychologica exposita sit. Quae tamen omnia praeter intentionem 
nostram et praesentem vagan tur. Ideo enim lectorem ad propriam rational- 
itatem atque moralitatem voluimus attentum, ut quaestiones intelligere 
posset quae de nt iam sunt ponendae: ( 1 ) utrum in auctoribus NT agno- 
scendum sit exercitium rationalitatis et moralitatis, (2) utrum iidem auc- 
tores modo vel communi vel symbolico de hoc exercitio locuti sint, (3) 
utrum eiusmodi locutio etiam in eo contextu inveniatur ubi de verbo Dei 
praedicando atque audiendo agatur, (4) utrum eiusmodi locutio in eo 
etiam contextu inveniatur ubi de missionibus Filii et Spiritus sancti agatur, 
et (5) utrum ea de missionibus dicta sint quae suadeant ut similia de proces- 
sionibus aeternis concludantur. 

5 Primo, ergo, quaeri tur utrum in auctoribus nt agnoscendum sit exerci¬ 
tium rationalitatis et moralitatis. Quod quid significet iam patere debet. 
Non quderimus utrum nt auctores fuerint vel philosophi vel psychology 
non quaerimus utrum Vera novissent vel veraciter narraverint; non quaeri- 
mus utrum signate seu thematice rationalitatem et moralitatem considerav- 
erint; sed quaerimus utrum fuerint parvuli qui aetatem rati on is nondum 
attigeririt, an forte amentes qui rationalitatem vel moralitatem numquam 
exercuerint, an denique sicut caeteri homines qui propriam realitatem ra- 
tionalem atque moralem experiantur etsi de ipsa hac experientia technice 
loqui non possint. 

Qua de re neminem dubitare opinor. Evangelistae enim et apostoli, seu 
nt auctores, non parvuli erant neque amentes sed, sicut caeteri homines 
eiusdem loci atque aetatis, non omni experientia rationali atque morali or- 
bati. Quibus concessis, iam dici non potest auctores NT nihil prorsus cogno- 
visse quod ad analogiam trinitariam et psychologicam referri posset. 

6 Deinde quaeritur utrum NT auctores de exercitio rationalitatis et mo- 

83 Fundamentum tamen quaerimus non cuiuslibet analogiae psychologicae sed 
eius qua utimur in De Deo trino: Pars systematica. 
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perience clearly and distinctly those constraints that reveal the nature and, 
as it were, the innate law of the mind. 

4 With this in mind, there are many diverse questions that can still be 
asked, whether for developing an entire transcendental philosophy or for 
explaining how this psychology contributes to understanding up to a cer¬ 
tain point the mystery of the Trinity,® 3 or to recount the many ways in which 
this psychological trinitarian analogy has been expounded. But all of these 
go far beyond our present intention. We simply wanted the reader to attend 
to his or her own rationality and morality, so as to be able to understand the 
questions that are now to be asked concerning the New Testament. (1) Is 
the exercise of rationality and morality to be acknowledged in the New Tes¬ 
tament authors? (2) Did these same writers speak about this exercise either 
in the ordinary way or in a symbolic way? (3) Is this way of speaking to be 
found in a context in which preaching and hearing the word of God is at is¬ 
sue? (4) Is this way of speaking found also in a context in which the mission 
of the Son or that of the Holy Spirit is concerned? (5) Are statements about 
the missions such as to suggest that similar conclusions might be drawn con¬ 
cerning the eternal processions? 

5 First, then, we ask whether one must acknowledge the exercise of ratio¬ 
nality and morality in the New Testament authors. The significance of this 
should be clear. We are not asking whether the New Testament authors 
were philosophers or psychologists; we are not asking whether they knew 
what was true or truthfully related it; we are not asking whether they ever 
considered their rationality and morality conceptually or thematically. 
Rather, we are asking whether they were children who had not yet reached 
the age of reason, or perhaps were insane persons who never exercised 
their rationality or morality, or finally whether like all other human beings 
they experienced their own rational and moral reality, even if they were un¬ 
able to talk about their experiences in technical terms. 

I think no one will doubt what the answer is. The evangelists and apostles, 
the authors of the New Testament, were not children or insane but, like ev¬ 
eryone else in that same place and time, they were not without some ratio¬ 
nal and moral experience. This being granted, it can no longer be said that 
the New Testament authors had no knowledge whatsoever that could be 
relevant to the psychological analogy of the Trinity. 

6 Next we ask whether the New Testament authors spoke about the exer- 

83 Of course, we are inquiring about the foundation of not any psychological 
analogy but of that which we use in The Triune God: Systematics. 
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ralitatis modo vel communi vel symbolico sint locuti. Et modum commun- 
em dico qui communiter intelligi possit etsi nullas faciat vel distinctiones 
vel praecisiones technicas. Non ergo quaeritur utruhi nt auctores intellec- 
tum et voluntatem distinxerint ut alio excluso nisi de alio non loquerentur. 
Non quaeritur utrum ordines naturalem et supernaturalem distinxerint ut 
de alio praescinderent et de alio eoque solo loquerentur. Non quaeritur 
utrum ad causas attenderint ut seorsim de Deo veritatis fonte et seorsim de 
lumine rationis humano dissererent. Denique tandem non quaeritur quid 
alii vel recentissimi de evangelistis et apostolis sentiant sed quid evangelis- 
tae et apostoli de se ipsis et etiam de aliis senserint. 

Quod ergo in vt erat mandatum Dei, ‘ne falsum testimonium dixeris,’ 
quod retulerunt synoptici omnes (Dt 5.20; Mt 19.18; Me 10.19; Lc 18.20), 
nonne hoc mandatum quid significet intellexerunt nt auctores? Nonne 
etiam intellexerunt quid dicere vellent cum alios nominaverint falsos testes 
(Me 14.55 ss.; Mt 26.59 s.; Act 6.13)? Nonne ihtellexit Ioannes quid signific- 
aret cum dixerit: ‘Et qui vidit testimonium perhibuit, et verum est testimo¬ 
nium eius. Etille scit quia vera dicit, utetvos credatis’ (Io 19-35)? Nos sane, 
ubi de veritate testimonii agitur, multa et diversa inquirimus et examina- 
mus; neque haec omnia in NT enumerata atque explicata invenimus. Quod 
tamen parentes caeci nati noverant, illud etiam Ioannes intellexit, testem 
oportere aetatem habere (Io 9.20 ss.). Qualem vero testem de Domino Iesu 
voluerit Petrus, in Actibus legimus: ‘Oportet ergo ex his viris, qui nobiscum 
sunt congregati in omni tempore, quo intravit et exivit inter nos Dominus 
lesus, incipiens a baptismate loannis usque in diem, qua assumptus est a no¬ 
bis, testem resurrectionis eius nobiscum fieri unum ex istis* (Act 1, 21 s.). 
Quapropter alterius generis esse agnoscebatur praedicatio S. Pauli qui tes¬ 
tis immediatus non fuit sed tradidit quod acceperat (1 Cor 15.3) atque dis- 
tinxit inter praecepta a Domino accepta et consilia a se ipso proposita (1 
Cor 7.10, 12, 25). 

Sicut caeteri homines ergo etiam nt auctores modo communi expresse- 
runt quas intima experientia noverant distinctiones inter verum et falsum, 
honestum et malignum. Neque quemquam hac de re dubitaturum fuisse 
arbitror, nisi ea in nt essent proposita quae non facillime credantur. Quae 
tamen multae semperque subtiliores excogitatae sint theoriae ut inter se 
reconciliarentur manifesta nt sinceritas eiusdemque mirabilis doctrina, 
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cise of rationality and morality in the ordinary way or in a symbolic way. By 
the ordinary way I mean what can be commonly understood even though it 
makes no technical distinctions or precisions. Hence, we are not asking 
whether the New Testament authors distinguished intellect and will so that 
they spoke of only one of them to the exclusion of the other. We are not 
asking whether they distinguished the natural and supernatural orders so 
that they prescinded from one and spoke only of the other. We are not ask¬ 
ing whether they considered causes so that in one place they discussed God 
as source of truth and in another place discussed the human light of rea¬ 
son. Lastly, we are not asking what other people, even very recently, think 
about the evangelists and apostles but what the evangelists and apostles 
thought about themselves and also about others. 

Surely the New Testament authors understood the meaning of God’s 
commandment in the Old Testament, ‘You shall not bear false witness’ 
(Deuteronomy 5.20), which all the synoptics repeat (Matthew 19.18, Mark 
10.19, Luke 18.20). Surely they also understood what they meant when they 
called others false witnesses (Mark 14.55-59, Matthew 26.59-60, Acts 6.13). 
Surely John understood what he meant when he said, ‘He who saw this has 
testified to it, and his testimony is true. And he knows that he speaks the 
truth, so that you too may believe’ (John 19.35). We, of course, Whenever 
there is a question of the truth of a testimony, subject it to a thorough inves¬ 
tigation and scrutiny, and we do not find these mentioned and explained in 
the New Testament. Still, what the parents of the man born blind knew, 
John also understood, that a witness had to be of age (John 9.20-23). We 
read in Acts the sort of witness concerning the Lord Jesus that Pet;er want¬ 
ed: ‘It must be one of those men who accompanied us the whole time that 
the Lord Jesus went in and out among us, beginning from the baptism of 
.John until the day when he was taken up from us, who will become a witness 
with us to his resurrection’ (Acts 1.21-22). Hence, the preaching of St Paul 
was recognized as being of a different sort, since he was not an immediate 
witness but communicated what he had received (l Corinthians 15.3), and 
distinguished between precepts received from the Lord and counsels given 
by himself (1 Corinthians 7.10, 12, 25). 

Like everyone else, the New Testament authors also expressed in the or¬ 
dinary way the difference they knew from their own experience between 
true and false, good and evil. I am sure that no one would have doubted this 
if it were not for the fact that the New Testament tells of things that are not 
easy to believe. It is not our intention here to detail the numerous and in¬ 
creasingly subtle theories proposed for reconciling the obvious sincerity of 
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nostrum nunc non est narrare. Quid vero de hoc eodem problemate 
senserint ipsi nt auctores, omnino did oportet. Non enim ipsi se mentali- 
tate quadam mythica elatos deceptosque dicebant, sed adversaries suos ha- 
bebant excaecatos et obduratos. 

Quam enim excaecationem exposuit Isaias propheta (Is 6.9 s.), quam 
conimuniter memoraverunt turn evangelistae turn apud Actus Paulus (Mt 
1314. 15 ; Me 4.12; Lc 8.10; Io 12.40; Act 28.26, 27), plenius explicavit Io- 
annes qui alibi de pura quadam malitia, alibi de odio et gratuito et sine ex- 
cusatione, alibi de mendacio, alibi generalius de mundo eiusque principe 
qui diabolus erat, alibi symbolice de luce et tenebris locutus est. 

Puram quandam malitiam agnoscere non dubitavit: ‘Non sicut Cain, qui 
ex maligno erat, et occidit fratrem suum. Et propter quid occidit eum? 
Quoniam opera eius maligna erant, fratris autem eius iusta’ (1 Io 3.12). 

Odium et gratuitum et sine excusatione existere affirmavit: ‘Si non venis- 
sem et locutus fuissem eis, peccatum non haberent; nunc autem excusa- 
tionem non habent de peccato suo. Qui me odit et Patrem meum odit. Si 
opera non fecissem in eis, quae nemo alius fecit, peccatum non haberent; 
nunc autem et viderunt et oderunt et me et Patrem meum. Sed ut adim- 
pleatur sermo, qui in lege eorum scriptus est : Quia odio habuerunt me 
gratis’ (Io 15.22-25; Ps 35 - 19 ; 69.4; cf. Io 8.37; 9.41; 12.39 ss.). 

Quam malitiam quodque odium in ‘mundum’ reduxit: ‘Non potest mun- 
dus odisse vos; me autem odit, quia ego testimonium perhibeo de illo, quod 
opera eius mala sunt’ (Io 7.7). ‘Si mundus vos odit, scitote quia me priorem 
vobis odio habuit. Si de mundo fuissetis, mundus quod suum erat diligeret; 
quia vero de mundo non estis, sed ego elegi vos de mundo, propterea odit 
vos mundus ... Si me persecuti sunt, etvos persequentur’ (Io 15.18-21). 

Cui mundi odio coniungitur ignorantia Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti (Io 
1.10; 1417; 15 21; 16.2, 3; 17.25). 

Sed idem odium eademque cognoscendi incapacitas in diabolum, mundi 
principem (Io 14.30; 16.11), etiam reducuntur: ‘... sed quaeritis me inter- 
ficere, quia sermo meus non capit in vobis. Ego quod vidi apud Patrem 
meum loquor; et vos quae vidistis apud patrem vestrum facitis’ (Io 8.37,38). 
Quare loquelam meam non cognoscitis? Quia non potestis audire ser- 
monem meum. Vos ex patre diabolo estis et desideria patris vestri vultis fac- 
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the New Testament with the extraordinary incidents it relates. But we must 
by all means say what the New Testament authors themselves thought about 
this problem. For they did not say that they themselves were carried away 
and deceived by a mythic mentality, but that their adversaries were blind 
and hardened of heart. 

The blindness exposed by the prophet Isaiah (Isaiah 6.9-10) and men¬ 
tioned by all the evangelists (Matthew 13.14-15, Mark 4.12, Luke 8.10, John 
12.40) and also by Paul in Acts (28.26-27) is more fully explained by John, 
who in various places spoke of pure malice, of gratuitous and inexcusable 
hatred, of lying, and, more generally, of the world and its ruler the devil, 
and symbolically of light and darkness. 

John did not hesitate to recognize pure malice: ‘Not like Cain, who was 
from the evil one and murdered his brother. And why did he murder him? 
Because his own deeds were evil and those of his brother were just’ (1 John 
3.12).. 

He affirmed that gratuitous and inexcusable hatred existed. ‘If I had not 
come and spoken to them, they would be without sin; but now they have no 
excuse for their sin. Whoever hates me hates my Father also. If I had not 
done among them the works that no one else did, they would be without 
sin; but now they have seen and hated both me and my Father. This was in 
order to fulfil the word that is written in their law, “They have hated me 
without cause’” (John 15.22-25; Psalm 35 - 19 , 69.4; see John 8.37-47, 9.41, 
12 . 39 - 43 )- 

This malice and hatred he traced to ‘the world.’ ‘The world cannot hate 
you, but it hates me because I testify against it that its works are evil’ (John 
7.7). ‘If the world hates you, be aware that it hated me before you. If you be¬ 
longed to the world, the world would love you as its own. Because you are 
not of the world, but I have chosen you from the world, therefore the world 
hates you ... If they have persecuted me, they will persecute you also ...’ 
(John 15.18-21). 

To this hatred on the part of the world he adds ignorance of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit (John 1.10, 14*17, 15 - 21 , 16.2-3, 

17.25). 

But this same hatred and this same inability to know are also attributed to 
the devil, the ruler of the world (John 14.30,16.11): ‘... but you are seeking 
to kill me, because there is no place in you for my word. I speak what I have 
seen with my Father, and you do what you have learned from your father’ 
(John 8.37-38). ‘Why do you not understand what I say? It is because you 
cannot accept my word. You are from your father the devil, and you choose 
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ere. Ille homicida erat ab initio et in veritate non stetit, quia non est veritas 
in eo; cum loquitur mendacium, ex propriis loquitur, quia mendax est et 
pater eius. Ego autem si veritatem dico, non creditis mihi. Quis ex vobis ar- 
guet me de peccato? Si veritatem dico vobis, quare non creditis mihi? Qui 
ex Deo est, verba Dei audit. Propterea vos non auditis, quia ex Deo non es- 

tis’ (lo 8.43-47)- 

Quae in mundum et diabolum reducuntur, etiam per oppositionem in¬ 
ter lucem et tenebras exprimuntur: ‘... quia venit lux in mundum, et dilex- 
erunt homines magis tenebras quam lucem; erant enim eorum mala opera. 
Omnis enim qui male agit, odit lucem et ad lucem non venit, ut non ar- 
guantur opera eius; qui autem facit veritatem, venit ad lucem, ut manifes- 
tentur opera eius, quia in Deo sunt facta’ (lo 3.19-21; cf. 12.46; 9.39). 

Et eadem themata in prima Ioannis epistola perpetuo recurrunt. Sunt 
enim filii Dei et filii diaboli (3.10). Nam qui dicit se peccatum non habere 
(1.8), qui mandata non custodit (2.4), qui non diligit fratrem (3.10), qui 
fratrem odit (2.9.11; 3.14; 4.20), qui diligit mundum (2.15), qui negat quo- 
niam lesus est Christus (2.22; 4.3), eiusmodi non est ex Deo (3.10), non ex 
Patre sed ex mundo est (2.15), ex diabolo est (3.8), manet in morte (3.14), 
non novit Deum etnon diligit (4.8), non est caritas Patris in eo (2.15), non 
audit apostolos (4.6), in tenebrisest (1.6; 2.9,11), nescitquo eat et tenebrae 
obcaecaverunt oculos eius (2.11), mentitur (1.6), se seducit (1.8), mendax 
est (2.4, 22; 4-20), mendacem facit Christum (1.10; 5.10) veritatem non facit 
(1.6), veritas in eo non est ( 1 . 8 ; 2.4), verbum Christi in eo non est (1.10). E 
contra, omnis qui facit iustitiam (2.29), omnis qui diligit (4.7), omnis. qui 
credit quoniam lesus est Christus (5.1; cf. 4.2), ex Deo natus est (2.29; 3.9; 
4.6, 7; 5.18), filius Dei est (3.1,2,10), similis Filio erit (3.2), semen Dei in eo 
manet (3.9), verbum Dei manet in eo (2.14), accepit sensum ut cognoscat 
verum Deum (5.20), Deum novit (4.6, 7), a mundo non cognoscitur (3.1), 
audit apostolos (4-5). non peccat (3.9; 5.18), non potest peccare (3.9), dil¬ 
igit non verbo neque lingua sed opere et veritate (3.18), ex veritate est 
(3:19), habet unde in conspectu Dei suadeat cor suum (3.19). 



Quibus dictis, breviter concludi oportet. Postquam ergo nt auctores 
neque parvulos fuisse neque amentes sed ea interius esse expertos agnovi- 
mus quae verum et falsum, honestum et malignum respicerent, ulterius 
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to do what your father desires. He was a murderer from the beginning and 
is not rooted in the truth, for there is no truth in him. When he lies, he 
speaks from what is proper to him, for he is a liar and the father of lies. But 
if I speak the truth to you, you do not believe me. Who among you convicts 
me of sin? If I speak the truth to you, why do you not believe me? Whoever 
is of God hears the words of God. You do not hear them because you are 
not of God’ (John 8.43-47). 

Everything that is attributed to the world and the devil is also expressed 
in terms of the opposition between light and darkness: ‘... that the light 
came into the world, and people loved darkness rather than the light, for 
their deeds were evil. For all who do evil hate the light and do not come to 
the light, lest their deeds be exposed. But those who do what is true come to 
the light, so that it may be clearly seen that their deeds have been done in 
God’ (John 3.19-21; see 12.46 and 9.39). 

These same themes continually recur in the First Letter of John. There 
are the children of God and the children of the devil (3.10). For those who 
say that they have no sin (1.8), who do not keep the commandments (2.4), 
who do not love their brothers and sisters (3.10) but hate them (2.9, 11; 
3.14; 4.20), who love the world (2.15), who deny that Jesus is the Christ 
(2:22, 4:3) - these are not from God (3.10), are not from the Father but 
from the world (2.15), are from the devil (3.8), remain in death (3.I4), nei¬ 
ther know nor love God (4.8), do not have the love of the Father in them 
(2.15), do not listen to the apostles (4.6), are in darkness (1.6, 2.9, 11), do 
not know where they are going and darkness has blinded their eyes (2.11), 
lie (1.6), deceive themselves (1.8), are liars (2.4, 22; 4.20), make Christ out 
to be a liar (l.io, 5.10), do not act according to the truth (1.6), have no 
truth in them (1.8,. 2.4), have not the word of Christ in them (1.10). On the 
contrary, all who act justly (2.29), who love (4.7), who believe that Jesus is 
the Christ (5.1; see 4.2), are born of God (2.29, 3.9, 4.6-7, 5.18), are chil¬ 
dren of God ( 3 - 1 - 2 ,10), are like the Son (3.2), have the seed of God abid¬ 
ing in them ( 3 - 9 ). have the word of God abiding in them (2.14), have 
received understanding to know the true God (5.20), know God (4.6-7), 
are not known by the world (3.1), listen to the apostles (4.5), do not sin 
(3.9, 5.18), cannot sin (3.9), love not in words or in speech but in truth and 
in deeds (3.18), are from the truth (3.19), and are able to reassure their 
hearts in the sight of God (3.19). 

From all of this we must briefly draw some conclusions. After acknowl¬ 
edging that the New Testament authors were neither children nor insane 
but had an intimate experience of whatever had to do with the true and the 
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quaesivimus utrum hanc intimam notitiam umquam expresserint non sane 
technice sed modo vel communi vel symbolico. Et communem expression- 
em inde illustravimus quod noverant quid esset falsum testimonium perhi- 
bere, quod alios falsos et alios testes veraces habuerunt, quod mentis 
excaecationem cordisque obdurationem memoraverunt. Quae quidem 
apud loannem plenius elaborata esse invenimus qui, sicut alibi de vita, ver- 
itate, dilectione multa et praeclara conscripserit, ita etiam summa quadam 
atque terribili claritate odium agnoverit gratuitum atque sine excusatione, 
mendacium tali odio coniunctum addiderit, et homicidium ex odio menda- 
cioque procedere perspexerit. Neque haec vel minoris momenti esse aesti- 
mavit vel ita singularia ut sensu generali carerent; sed sicut vitam, veritatem, 
dilectionem ex Deo esse dixit et ex parte lucis repraesentavit, ita odium, 
mendacium, homicidium ex diabolo esse dixit, mundo attribuit, et ex parte 
tenebrarum repraesentavit. Quam ob causam, apud loannem agnoscenda 
est quaedam quasi ‘mundi visio’ quae res humanas in duos atque oppositos 
ordines reducit; quos ordines etsi symbolice per lucem et tenebras reprae- 
sententur, etsi synthetice in Deum vel in diabolum mundumque reducan- 
tur, non ideo tamen legitime seiungis sive ab eventibus concretis qui de vita 
et morte Domini nostri narrati sunt, sive a iiidiciis omnino particularibus 
quae odium gratuitum et sine excusatione reprehenderunt 

7 Tertio quaeritur utrum nt auctores de exercitio rationalitatis et moral- 
itatis in eo contextu locuti sint ubi de verbo Dei praedicando atque audien- 
do ageretur. Et cum iam satis dixerimus quale sit exercitium, qualisque sit 
locutio quam intendamus, remanet ut de contextu perpauca addamus. 

Contextus ergo, si ipsam notionem respicis, reliquorum conceptio est (a 
remainder concept): significat enim reliqua omnia quae ad intelligentiam tex- 
tus faciant. Quorum reliquorum alia quidem sunt proxima, alia remota; 
alia etiam alibi explicite signantur, et alia nisi implicite non adsunt sive 
Iogice in dictis sive exercite in factis. 

Iam vero totum novum testamentum nihil aliud intendit quam verbum 
Dei ita praedicare ut audiatur; et ideo quodcumque in novo testamento le- 
gitur, saltern implicite et exercite in eo invenitur contextu qui verbum Dei 
communicandum respicit. Quare, cum iam commonstraverimus nt auc¬ 
tores de exercitio rationalitatis et moralitatis esse locutos, sequitur statim 
eos ita esse locutos in eo contextu ubi de verbo Dei praedicando atque au- 
diendo ageretur. 
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false, with good and evil, we went on to ask whether they had ever expressed 
this inner awareness, not, of course, in technical language, but either in an 
ordinary or in a symbolic manner. And we have given examples of the ordi¬ 
nary mode of expression from the fact that they knew what it is to give false 
testimony, that they considered some witnesses to be truthful and others 
false, and that they mentioned blindness of mind and hardness of heart. We 
have found all of this more fully worked out in John; just as elsewhere he 
had many striking things to say about life, truth, and love, so also with great 
and terrible clarity he recognized gratuitous and inexcusable hatred, con¬ 
nected it with lying, and perceived that murder proceeds from hatred and 
lies. He did not deem all this to be of lesser importance or to be so singular 
as to be without general significance; rather, just as he declared life, truth, 
and love to be from God and represented them as being in the realm of 
light, so he declared hate, mendacity, and murder to be from the devil, at¬ 
tributed them to the world, and represented them as being in the realm of 
darkness. Hence, we must recognize in John a ‘world view’ that assigns hu¬ 
man affairs to two opposite orders. Although these orders are represented 
symbolically by light and darkness and neatly attributed either to God or to 
the devil and the world, it is not on that account legitimate to separate them 
either from the concrete events that were narrated concerning the life and 
death of our Lord or from the wholly particular judgments that declared 
this gratuitous and inexcusable hatred reprehensible. 

7 Thirdly, we may ask whether the New Testament authors ever spoke 
about the exercise of rationality and morality in a context in which the 
preaching and hearing of the word of God is at issue. Since we have already 
said enough about the nature of this exercise and of the sort of expression 
we have in mind, it remains to add a few considerations about the context. 

‘Context,’ then, if you regard the notion itself, is a remainder concept: it 
signifies all the remaining elements that contribute to the understanding of 
a text. Among these remaining elements, some are proximate, others re¬ 
mote; some are also explicidy thematized elsewhere, while others are only 
implicitly present, either logically in words or in practice in deeds. 

Now, the entire New Testament has but one intention, to preach the 
word of God so that it be heard. Hence whatever is written in the New Tes¬ 
tament is at least implicidy and in practice found in the context of commu¬ 
nicating the word of God. Therefore, since we have already thoroughly 
demonstrated that the New Testament authors spoke of the exercise of ra¬ 
tionality and morality, it immediately follows that they spoke in that way in 
the context of preaching and hearing the word of God. 
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Quod tamen non solum implicite sed etiam explicite factum est, uti con¬ 
stat turn ex locis particularibus apud S. Paulum, turn etiam ex elaborate ilia 
doctrina de verbo Dei quae apud S. Ioannem legitur. 

Et S. Paulus, sicut negavit se falsum testimonium perhibuisse de resur- 
rectione Christi (i Cor 15.14, 15), sicut ad Galatas apologiam pro suo evan- 
gelio conscripsit (Gal 1.6-2.21), ita alibi etiam veritatem et sinceritatem 
suae praedicationis testatus est: cum accepistis a nobis verbum auditus 

Dei, accepistis illud, non verbum hominum sed, sicut est vere, verbum Dei’ 
(1 Th. 2.13); ‘... non ambulantes in astutia, neque adulterantes verbum 
Dei, sed in manifestatione veritatis commendantes nosmet ipsos ad om- 
nem conscientiam hominum coram Deo’ (2 Cor 4.2); ‘Non enim sumus si¬ 
cut plurimi, adulterantes verbum Dei, sed ex sinceritate, sed sicut ex Deo, 
coram Deo in Christo loquimur’ (2 Cor 2.17). Quibus in locis explicite fit 
sermo simul et de verbo Dei et de modo quo accipitur vel praedicatur; ac- 
cipitur enim, sicut est vere, verbum Dei; praedicatur autem neque in astutia 
neque cum adulteratione quadam sed in manifestatione veritatis, ex sinceritate, 
eoque modo quo ipse praedicator commendetur ad omnem conscientiam 
hominum coram Deo. Quae omnia sicut clare exprimunt intimam illam ex- 
perientiam quam omnes homines de vero. et falso, de honesto et maligno, 
habeant, ita in eo occurrunt contextu ubi de verbo Dei praedicando et ac- 
cipiendo agitur. 

Sed plenior quodammodo apud S. Ioannem 84 invenitur doctrina de ver- 
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This, however, was done not only implicitly but also explicitly, as is clear 
both from particular passages in Paul and also from the well developed doc¬ 
trine on the word of God in the Johannine writings. 

Just as Paul denied that he had given false testimony about the resurrec¬ 
tion of Christ (1 Corinthians 15.14-15) and wrote to the Galatians defend¬ 
ing his gospel (Galatians 1.6-2.21) , so in other texts he testified to the truth 
and sincerity of his preaching: '... when you received the word of God that 
you heard from us, you accepted it not as a human word but as what it really 
is, the word of God’ (1 Thessalonians 2.13); we refuse to practice cun¬ 
ning or to falsify God’s word, but by the open statement of the truth we 
commend ourselves to the conscience of all in the sight of God’ (2 Corin¬ 
thians 4.2); ‘For we are not peddlers of the word of God, like so many, but 
we speak in Christ as men of sincerity, sent from God and in the sight of 
God’ (2 Corinthians 2.17). In these texts there is explicit mention at the 
same time of the word of God and of the manner of its acceptance or its 
preaching. For it is accepted as it truly is, the word of God; it is preached nei¬ 
ther through deceit nor as a commodity, but as a manifestation of truth, in sinceri¬ 
ty, in the same way as the preacher commends himself to the conscience of all 
in the sight of God. All these texts, as they express clearly the intimate expe¬ 
rience that everyone has about what is true and what is false and about what 
is good and what is evil, so they occur in a context that is about the preach¬ 
ing and acceptance of the word of God. 

But in the Gospel of John 84 there is a somewhat more fully developed 

84 Regarding ‘word’ in John: L ’Evangile et les epilres de saint Jean, trans. D. Mollat 
and F.-M. Braun (Paris: Editions du Cerf., 1953); ‘Logos,’ DBS v, 425-97 [see 
especially columns 485-96 by J. Starcky on La parole ‘ [d]ans les ecrits johan- 
niques’]; A. Michel, ‘Verbe,’ dtc xv (30) 2639-72; TWNT iv, 69-140; Her¬ 
mann L. Strack and Paul Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus 
Talmud und Midrasch, vol. 2: Das Evangelium nach Markus, Lukas und Johannes 
und die Apostelgeschichte (Munchen: Beck, 1924) 302-33, 353-62; ‘Logos,’ in 
Pauly-Wissowa, Realencyclopadie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft, voi. 13/1 
(1926) 1035-81; M.-J. Lagrange, ‘Le Logos d’Heraclite,’ Revue biblique 32 
(1923) 96-107; ‘Vers le Logos de saintjean,’ ibid. 161-84, 321-71; Lebreton, 
Histoire du dogme de la Trinite, 1; E, Tobac, ‘La notion du Christ-Logos dans la 
litteraturejohannique,’ Revue d 'histoire ecdesiastique 25 (1929) 213-38; Stanis¬ 
laus Lyonnet, ‘Hellenisme et christianisme,’ Biblica 26 (1945) 115-32; Jacques 
Dupont, Essais sur la christologie de saint Jean: Le Christ, parole, lumiere et vie, la 
gloire du Christ (Bruges: Editions de l’Abbaye de Saint-Andre, 1951); M.-E. 
Boismard, Le prologue de saint Jean (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1953) [In English: 
St John’s Prologue, trans. Carisbrooke Dominicans (London: Blackfriars, 
1957)1; C.H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cam¬ 
bridge University Press, 1953); C.K. Barrett, The Gospel according to Saint John 
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bo seu sermone (Xoyoi;), quae vox occurrit: Io 1.1,14; 2.22; 4.37, 39, 41, 50; 
5.24,38; 6.60; 7.36, 40 ; 8.31. 37 , 43 , 51 , 52 , 55 ; 10.19, 35 ; 12.38,48; 14 23, 24; 
15.3, 20, 25; 17.6,14) 17, 20; 18.9,32; 19.8,13; 21.23. Quibus in locis regular- 
iter in singular! adhibetur, quater tamen in plurali (7.40; 10.19; 14.24; 1913; 
sed inter se comparatis 14.24 cum 14 23, vel 19.13 cum 19.8, nulla detegitur 
sensus differentia. 

Omisso prologo, verbum seu sermo dicitur (2.22; 4.41; 7 - 38 ', 12.48; 15 - 3 ; 
17.20), datur (17.14), factum, est ad (10.35), est verum (4.37), veritas (17.17), 
durum (6.60) mstrumentum, Sid (4.39, 4I; 10.19; 15.3; 17.20), auditur (5.24; 
7.40; 8.43; 14.24; 19.8,13), creditur( 2.22; 4.39,41,50; 17.20), capit (8.37), ma- 
net (5.38; 8.31), servatur( 8.51, 52, 55; 14-23, 24; 15-20; 17.6), iudicat (12.48), 
impletur (12.38; 15.25; 18.9,32), recordatur (15.20), repanditur (21.23). 

Praeter verbum mulieris (4.39), Isaiae (12.38), legis (15.25), apostolorum 
(15.20; 17.20), ludaeorum (19.8, I3), communiter verbum est vel Dei ( 5 - 38 ; 
8 . 55 ; 10.35; 14-24; 17.6, 14, 17 ) vel maxime Christi (2.22; 4.41, 50 ; 5 - 24 ; 6.60; 
7 - 36 ,40; 8.31, 37 , 43 , 51 , 52 ; 10.19; 12.48; 14.23, 24; 15 3* 20; 17.14; 18.9, 32 ). 
Christi autem verbum autest occasione particulari prolatum (2.22; 4.41, 50; 
7.40; 10.19; 18.9, 32) aut generaliter pro eo sumitur quod credendum vel 
servandum est (5.24; 8.31, 37, 43, 51, 52; 12.48; 14.23, 24; 15-3, 20; 17.6, 14). 

Sicut X6yoq, etiam pripata dicuntur (3.34; 6.63; 8.20), audiuntur (8.47; 
12.47), creduntur (5.47), habentur (6.68), manent (15.7), non accipiuntur 

(12.48). Pariter sunt vel Dei (3.34; 8 . 47 ; 14.10; 17 8) vel Christi (5.47; 6.63,68; 
8.20; 10.21; 12.47, 48; 14.10; 15.7; 17.8). Sicut Xoyo<; Christi non suus est sed 
Patris (14.24), ita pfipaxa quae loquitur Christus a se ipso non loquitur sed 
a Patre (14.10). Neque discernitur differentia sive discipuli in Xoyai Christi 
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teaching on the word or utterance, XoyoQ; this word occurs in 1.1, 14; 2.22; 
4 - 37 , 39 , 4 i, 50 ; 5.24, 38; 6.60; 7.36, 40; 8.31, 37, 43, 51, 52, 55; 10.19, 35 ; 
12.38, 48; 14.23-24; 15-3, 20, 25; 17.6, 14, 17, 20; 18.9, 32; 19.8, 13; 21.23. In 
these texts it is regularly used in the singular, but it occurs four times in the 
plural (7.40; 10.19; 14 24; 19.13); comparing 14.24 with 14.23, or 19.13 with 
19.8, however, there is no apparent difference in meaning. 

Apart from the Prologue, the word is spoken ( 2 . 22 ; 4.41; 7.36; 12.48; 15.3, 
20), is given (17.14), was addressed to (10.35), is true (4.37), is truth (17.17), is 
hard (6.60), is an instrument, 81a (4.39, 41; 10.19; 15.3; 17.20), is heard (5.24; 
7.40; 8.43;. 14.24; 19-8,13), is believed (2.22; 4.39,41, 50; 17.20), does not ‘ take' 
( 8 . 37 ), abides (5.38; 8.31), is kept (8.51, 52, 55; 14.23, 24; 15.20; 17.6), judges 

(12.48) , is fulfilled (12.38; 15 - 25 ; 189, 32), is remembered (15.20), is spread 
(21.23). 

Besides referring to the word of a woman (4.39), of Isaiah (12.38), of the 
law (15.25), of the apostles (15.20; 17.20), and of the Jews (19.8,13), the word 
Xoyo? is commonly used either of God (5.38; 8.55; 10.35; 14.24; 17.6, 14, 17) 
or most of all of Christ (2.22; 4.41, 50; 5.24; 6.60; 7.36, 40; 8.31,37,43, 51, 52; 
10.19; 12.48; 14 23, 24; 15.3, 20; 17.14; 18.9, 32. Christ’s word was either spo¬ 
ken on a particular occasion (2.22; 4.41,50; 7.40; 10.19; 18.9,32) or in a gen¬ 
eral way is taken as that which is to be believed or kept (5.24; 8.31,37,43, 51, 
52; 12.48; 14.23, 24; 15-3, 20; 17.6, 14). 

Like Xoyoi;, the plural pf|paxa are spoken (3.34; 6.63; 8.20), are heard (8.47; 
12 - 47 ), are believed (5.47), are had (6.68), abide (15.7), are not accepted 

(12.48) . They are likewise the words either of God (3.34; 8.47; 14.10; 17.8) or 
of Christ (5.47; 6.63, 68; 8.20; 10.21; 12 . 47 , 48; 14.10; 15.7; 17.8). As the Adyoq 
of Christ is not his own but the Father’s (14.24), so the pf)p.ata he speaks are 
not from himself but from the Father (14.10). There is no discernible dif- 
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(London: S.P.C.K., 1955): I- de laPotterie, ‘L’arriere-fond du theme johan- 
nique de la verite,’ in Studia Evangelica, ed. Kurt Aland, F.L. Cross, Jean 
Danielou, Harald Riesenfeld, and W.C. Van Unnik (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 
1959 ) 277-94; I- de la Potterie, ‘ “Naitre de 1 ’eau et naitre de 1 ’Esprit”: Le texte 
baptismal de Jn 3,5,’ Sciences ecclesiastiques 14 (1962) 417-43; Georg Ziener, 
‘Weisheitbuch undjohannesevangelium,’ Biblical ( 1957 ) 396-418; 39 
( I 958 ) 37-60; L. Malevez, ‘Nouveau Testament et theologie fonctionelle,’ 
Recherches de science religieuse 48 (i960) 258-90; C. Spicq, Dieu et I’homme selon le 
Nouveau Testament (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1961); R. Volkl, Christ und Welt 
nach dem Neuen Testament (Wurzburg: Echter-Verlag, 1961); M.-E. Boismard, 
Quatre hymnes baptismales dans la premiere epitre de Pierre (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 
1961). 
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manent (8.31) sive pf|paxa Christi in discipulis manent (15.7; cf. 17.6, 8). 
Eiusmodi ergo est sensus vocis, X6yo<;, ut forte varietatis gratia idem fere 
nominari possit f^jiaxa. 

Quibus etiam affine est mandatum, £vxoM|. Nam praeter mandatum 
Iudaeorum (11.57), mandatum aut est Patris ad Filium (10.18; 12.49, 50 ; 
14.31; 1510) aut Filii ad discipulos (13.34; 14 - 15 . 21; 15.10, 12); etsubtilior 
videtur distinctio inter servare verbum vel verba (8.51, 52, 55; 14.23, 24; 
15.20; 17.6) et servare mandata (14.15, 21; 15.10; cf. 12.49, 50; 14.31). 


Proinde, sicut verbum evangelicum non solum foras sonat (Mt 10 . 27 ; 
Rom 10.18; Ps 18.5) sed etiam quasi semen quod seminatur (Me 4.14) in ali- 
is fructu caret et in aliis fructum affert ad trigesimum, sexagesimum, centes- 
imum (Me 4.3-8), ita etiam apud Ioannem alii verbum audiunt et alii non 
audiunt (8.47), alii credunt et alii non credunt (6.68; 17.8; 5.38; 8.30, 31), 
alii accipiunt et alii non accipiunt (17.8; 12.48), alii servant (8.55; 17.6) et 
alii non custodiunt (12.47); unde verbum alios mundat (15.3) et in aliis non 
capit (8.37), in aliis manet (15.7; cf. 1 lo 2.14, 24) et in aliis non manet (Io 

5.3s). 85 
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ference in meaning whether the disciples remain in the Xoyoc, of Christ 
(8.31) or the pf|paxa of Christ remain in the disciples (15.7; see 17.6, 8). 
Such, then, is the meaning of the word Xoyoq that, perhaps for the sake of 
variety, the same meaning could be expressed by pfipaxa. 

A closely related word is evxoXri, ‘commandment.’ Besides the command¬ 
ment given to the Jews (11.57), there is either the Father’s commandment 
to the Son (10.18; 12.49, 5 °: 14 - 31 ; 15.10) or the Son’s commandment to the 
disciples (13.34; 1415, 21; 15.10, 12); and there seems to be a rather subtle 
distinction between keeping the word or words (8.51, 52, 55; 14.23, 24; 
15.20; 17.6) and keeping commandments (14:15, 21; 15-10; see 12.49, 50; 

14.31)- 

As the word of the gospel is heard not only abroad (Matthew 10.27; Ro¬ 
mans 10.18; Ps 19 [18] .5) but also, like seed that is sown (Mark 4.14), it pro¬ 
duces in some no fruit at all and in others it brings forth fruit thirtyfold, 
sixtyfold, and a hundredfold (Mark 4.3-8), so also in John some hear the 
word and others do not (8.47), some believe it and others do not (6.68; 
17-8; 5.38; 8.30, 31), some receive it and others do not (17.8; 12.48), some 
keep it (8.55; 17.6) and others do not (12.47). Hence, the word cleanses 
some (15.3), fails to ‘take’ in others (8.37), abides in some (15.7; see 1 John 
2.14, 24) and does not abide in others (Jn 5.38). 85 


85 Haec distinctio inter verbum foras sonans et intus manens atque fructificans 
prorsus evangelica est. Totum quod intenditur apud Lucam invenitur ubi 
primo narrantur verba pueri Iesu (Lc 2.49) et mox additur: ‘Et mater eius 
conservabat omnia verba haec in corde suo’ (Lc 2.51). 

DifFert ergo haec distinctio a distinctione Stoicorum inter verbum insitumet 
verbum prolatum, i. e., inter rationem et orationem quarum utramque signifi- 
cabatvox Graeca, Xdyog. Quam Stoicorum distinctionem ad interpretationem 
prologi loannis applicavit S. Theophilus Antiochenus, AdAutolycum, n, 22; ep 
182. 

DifFert etiam a distinctione S. Augustini inter memoriam et verbum inte- 
rius, e. g,, De trin., xv, xii, 22; ML 42, 1075: ‘Haec igitur omnia, et quae per se 
ipsum, et quae per sensus corporis, et quae testimoniis aliorum percepta scit 
animus humanus, thesauro memoriae condita tenet, ex quibus gignitur ver¬ 
bum verum, quando quod scimus loquimur ...’ 

Quas differentias simul tenebis distinguendo: (a) ipsum in nobis princip- 
ium rationale, (b) idem principium memoriis auctum, (c) quae inde oritur 
vel definitio vel affirmatio interior, (d) huius exterior expressio, (e) auditae 
expressionis fructuosa retentio. In nt distinguuntur (d) et (e); a Stoicis et a S. 
Theophilo distinguuntur (a) et (d); a S. Augusdno in verbis citads distinguun¬ 
tur (b) et (c). 
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85 This distinction between the word heard externally and the word remaining 
within and producing fruit is uniquely characterisdc of the gospel. Luke’s 
whole intendon is found where he first relates the words of the child Jesus 
(2.49) and then adds, ‘And his mother kept all these words in her heart’ 

(2.51). 

This distinction, therefore, differs from that of the Stoics between verbum 
insitumznd verbum prolatum, that is, between concept and speech, both of 
which are signified by the GTeek word Wyoq.. St Theophilus of Antioch, Ad 
Autolycum, 11, 22 (ep 182) uses this Stoic distinction in interpreting the Pro¬ 
logue ofJohn. 

This distinction is also different from that of St Augustine between memory 
and interior word, for example, in De Trinitate, xv, xii, 22; ml 42, 1075: ‘All 
these things, therefore, all that the human mind both knows by itself and 
gathers through the bodily senses and from the testimonies of other persons, 
it preserves in the storehouse of memory, from which it brings forth a true 
word, whenever we speak what we know ...’ 

You can hold these differences together by distinguishing (a) the rational 
principle in us, (b) the same principle augmented by memory, (c) the defini¬ 
tion or interior affirmation arising from this, (d) the outward expression of 
this definition or affirmation, and (e) the fruitful retention of the expression 
heard. In the New Testament the distinction is between (d) and (e); the Sto¬ 
ics and Theophilus distinguished (a) and (d), and Augustine in the above 
quotation distinguished (b) and (c). 
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Neque solarn hanc differentiam notavit loannes sed etiam eandem expli- 
care voluit: ‘Propterea non poterant credere, quia iterum dixit Esaias: Ex- 
caecavit oculos eorum, et induravit cor eorum, ut non videant oculis et non 
intellegant corde et convertantiir, et sanern eos' (Io 12.39,40; Is 6.9 s.). Sicut Pau- 
lus et synoptici, etiam loannes ad Isaiam recurrit ut per excaecationem et 
obdurationem factum incredulitatis explicaret. Sed etiam suo modo ean¬ 
dem explicationem ulterius elaboravit; neque alia est haec explicatio quam 
ea superius exposita quae odium dilec.tioni, mendacium veritati, homicidi- 
um vitae, mundum discipulis, diabolum Deo opponit. 

Nam super quos manet ira Dei ( 3 - 36 ), quorum peccatum manet (9.41), 
qui morientur in peccato suo (8.24), ii dilexerunt magis tenebras quam 
lucem (3.19), dilexerunt gloriam hominum magis quam gloriam Dei 
(12.43), viderunt et oderunt et me et Patrem meum (15.24). Putabant se in 
scripturis vitam aeternam habere ( 5 - 39 ) et Patrem dicebant esse eorum 
Deum (8.41), sed Deum non cognoverunt (7.28; 8.55), et verbum eius in se 
manens non habebant (5.38). Eorum pater non erat Abraham qui opera 
Abrahae non fecerunt (8.33,37,39,40).. Eorum pater non erat Deus cum Fi- 
lium non diligerent (8.42) nec verba Dei audirent (8.37, 43 . 47 )- Eorum pa¬ 
ter erat diabolus quia, sicut diabolus, erant homicidae (8.37,38,40,41,44). 

Sed ex parte contraria, ubi mala opera in odium lucis et in mendacium 
non conducant, patet accessio ad Christum: ‘... qui autem facit veritatem, 
venit ad lucem ut manifestentur opera eius quia in Deo sunt facta’ (3.21); 
‘... omnis, qui est ex veritate, audit vocem meam’ (18.37; cf. 10.3, 4, 5, 14, 
27); et pariter ‘... qui ex Deo est, verba Dei audit’ (8.47). Neque deest crite¬ 
rion intimum unde verbum Dei dignosci possit: ‘... si quis voluerit volun- 
tatem eius (Patris) facere, cognoscet de doctrina utrum' ex Deo sit, an ego a 
me ipso loquar’ (7.17). 

Et verba Christi re vera ex Deo sunt: ‘Deum nemo vidit umquam: unigen- 
itus Filius, qui est in sinu Patris, ipse enarravit’ (1.18). Cui testimonium per- 
hibent turn Spiritus veritatis (15.26) turn Pater (5.31, 32, 37; 8.13-18) qui 
verax est (8.26; cf. 3 - 33 ) etverus (7.28). Christus ergo verax (7.18) veritatem 
docet (8.40, 45) ipsum nempe sermonem (cf. 14.24) qui veritas est (17.17). 

Quare, qui verba Christi audiunt, qui mandata eius servant, qui in ser- 
mone eius manent, Christi veritatem, dilectionem, vitam cum Patre et Spir- 
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John not only noted this difference but also wanted to explain it: ‘... they 
could not believe, because Isaiah also said, “He has blinded their eyes and 
hardened their heart, so that they might not see with their eyes and under¬ 
stand with their heart and turn to me and I would heal them’” (John 
12.39-40; Isaiah 6.9-10). Like Paul and the synoptics, John turns to Isaiah 
to explain the fact of unbelief through blindness and hardness. But he also 
in his own way further elaborated on this explanation; and there is no oth¬ 
er explanation than that given above, the opposition between hate and 
love, lies and truth, murder and life, the world and the disciples, the devil 
and God. 

For those upon whom the wrath of God abides (3.36), whose sin remains 
(9.41), who will die in their sin (8.24), these have loved darkness rather 
than the light (3.19), have loved human glory more than the glory that 
comes from God (12.43), and have seen and have hated both me and my 
Father (15.24). They thought that in the scriptures they had eternal life 
( 5 - 39 )» and said that the Father was their God (8.41), .but they did not know 
God (7.28; 8.55) and did not have his word abiding in them (5.38). Their fa¬ 
ther was not Abraham, for they did not do what Abraham did (8.33, 37, 39, 
40). Their father was not God, for they did not love the Son (8.42) and did 
not listen to the words of God (8.37. 43 , 47 ) • Their father was the devil, for, 
like the devil, they were murderers (8.37- 38, 40-41, 44). 

Contrariwise, when there are no evil deeds that lead to hating the light 
and to lying, the way to Christ is open: ‘... those who do what is true come to 
the light so that it may be clearly seen that their deeds have been done in 
God’ (3.21); ‘... everyone who belongs to the truth listens to my voice’ 
(18.37; see 10.3-5, 14, 27); and similarly, ‘... whoever is from God hears the 
words of God’ (8.47). And there is an inner criterion by which the word of 
God can be discerned: ‘... anyone who resolves to do the will of the Father 
will know whether the teaching is from God or whether I am speaking on 
my own’ (7.17). 

And the words of Christ are truly from God: ‘No one has ever seen God; 

. it is the only Son, who is nearest the Father’s heart, who has made him 
known’ (1.18). To him both the Spirit of truth (15.26) and the Father 
( 5 . 31 - 32 , 37 ; 8.13-18), who is truthful (8.26; see 3.33) and true (7.28), bear 
witness. Christ, therefore, is truthful (7.18), teaches the truth (8.40, 45), 
that is, the word itself (see 14.24), which is truth (17.17). 

Therefore, those who hear the words of Christ, who keep his command¬ 
ments, who abide in his word, partake of Christ’s truth, love, and life in 
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itu unitam participant. ‘Qui verbum raeum audit et credit ei qui misit me, 
habet vitam aetemam’ (5.24; cf. 8.51 ; 11.26; 12.49, 50 ; 6.63, 68). ‘Si vos 
manseritis in sermone meo, vete'discipuli mei eritis et cognoscetis veritatem 
et veritas liberabit vos’ (8.31, 3 2 )- ‘Si manseritis in me, et verba mea in vobis 
manserint, quodcumque volueritis, petitis et fiet vobis. In hoc clarificatus 
est Pater meus, ut fructum plurimum afferatis et efficiamini mei discipuli 
(15.7,8). ‘Mandatum novum do vobis, ut diligatis invicem, sicut dilexi vos... 
In hoc cognoscent omnes quia discipuli mei estis, si dilectionem habueritis 
ad invicem’ (13.34, 35; cf. 15.10-13 ; 17.20-26). ‘Si diligitis me, mandata 
mea servate. Et ego rogabo Patrem, et alium paraclitum dabit vobis, ut ma- 
neat vobiscum in aeternum, Spiritum veritatis, quem mundus non potest 
accipere, quia non videt eum nec scit eum. Vos autem cogiioscetis eum, 
quia apud vos manebit et in vobis erit’ (14.15-17; cf. 14.26; 15.26; 16.13,14). 
‘Qui habet mandata mea et servat ea, ille est qui diligit me. Qui autem dilig- 
it me, diligetur a Patre meo; et ego diligo eum et manifestabo ei me ipsum’ 
(14.21). ‘Si quis diligit ine, sermonem meum servabit, et Pater mens diliget 
eum, et ad eum veniemtis et mansionem apud eum faciemus’ (14.23). 

Thematice ergo apud loannem consideratur verbum evangelicum et 
praedicandum et audiendum. Quod qui non audit, ex parte odii, mendacii, 
homicidii, mundi, diaboli, tenebrarum est. Quod si ita auditur ut servetur, 
cognoscitur veritas et diligitur proximus in intima unione cum Patre, cum 
Christo, cum Spiritu sancto. 

8 Quarto ergo quaeritur de missionibus Filii et Spiritus sancti utrum ipsae 
divinae personae in eodem contextu verae locutionis sanctaeque auditionis 
collocentur. 

Et multipliciter testatus est Ioannes Filium de Deo Patre et vera cogno- 
visse et vera narrasse. Enarratur enim verbum evangelicum non ab homine, 
qui numquam Deum vidit, sed ab unigenito Filio qui est in sinu Patris 
(1.18). Quare, ipse est immediatus testis: ‘... quod scimus loquimur, et 
quod vidimus testamur’ (3.11); *... ego quod vidi apud Patrem meum, lo- 
quor(8.38);'... ego autem novi eum (Patrem). Et si dixero quia non scio 
eum, ero similis vobis mendax. Sed scio eum et sermonem eius servo’ 

0 - 55 )- 

Quinimo, ipse Pater ideo misit Filium ut Filius ea dicat quae apud Patrem 
audiverit; quam ob causam, qui verba Filii non accipit, veritatem et veraci- 
tatem Patris in dubium revocat. ‘Qui de caelo venit super omnes est. Et 
quod vidit et audivit, hoc testatur; et testimonium eius nemo accipit. Qui ac¬ 
cipit eius testimonium, signavit quia Deus verax est. Quem enim misit Deus, 
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union with the Father and the Spirit. ‘Anyone who hears my word and be¬ 
lieves in the one who sent me has eternal life’ (5.24; see 8.51; 11.26; 12.49- 
50; 6.63,68). ‘If you remain in my word, you will truly be my disciples and will 
know the truth and the truth will make you free’ (8.31- 32). ‘If you abide in 
me and my words abide in you, ask for whatever you wish and it will be done 
for you. In this is my Father glorified, that you bear much fruit and become 
my disciples (15.7-8). ‘A new commandment I give you, that you love one an¬ 
other as I have loved you ... In this all will know that you are my disciples, if 
you have love for one another (13.34—35; see 15.10-13; 17.20^26). ‘If you 
love me, keep my commandments. And I will ask the Father and he will give 
you another Paraclete to remain with you for ever, the Spirit of truth, whom 
the world cannot accept because it does not see him or know him. But you 
will know him, because he will remain with you and will be in you (14.15-17; 
see 14.26; 15.26; 16.13-14). ‘Those who have my commandments and keep 
them are those who love me; and those who love me will be loved by my Fa¬ 
ther, and I will love them and reveal myself to them’ (14 21). ‘Those who. 
love me will keep my word and my Father will love them and we will come to 
them and make our home with them’ (14.23). 

Thematically, therefore, in John the gospel word is considered as a word 
to be preached and heard. Those who do not listen to it are on the side of 
hatred, lying, murder, the world, the devil, and darkness. But those who 
hear the word and keep it know the truth and love their neighbor in inti¬ 
mate union with the Father, with Christ, and with the Holy Spirit. 

8 Fourthly, then, concerning the missions Of the Son and of the, Holy 
Spirit we ask whether the divine persons themselves are to be placed in the 
same context of true speaking and holy hearing. 

John numerous times testified that the Son knew the truth and spoke the 
truth about God the Father. For the gospel word is uttered, not by a human 
being who has never seen God, but by the only Son, who is near to the Fa¬ 
ther’s heart (1.18). He, therefore, is an immediate witness: ‘... what we 
know, we speak, and to what we have seen, we testify’ (3.11); ‘... I declare 
what I have seen in the Father’s presence ...’ (8.38); ‘... but I know the Fa¬ 
ther. And if I were to say that I do not know him, I should be like you, a liar. 
But I do know him and I keep his word’ (8.55). 

Indeed, the Father sent the Son in order that the Son should tell what he 
has heard in the presence of the Father; hence, whoever does not accept 
the words of the Son calls into question the truth and veracity of the Father. 
‘He who comes from heaven is above all. He testifies to what he has seen 
and heard, and no one accepts his testimony. One who has accepted his tes- 
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verba Dei loquitur, non enim ad mensuram dat Deiis Spiritum. Pater diligit 
Filium et omnia dedit in manu eius’ (3.31-35; of. 5.31-47). 

Sed divina origo Filii nori ignorabatur: ‘Et me scitis et unde sim scitis; et 
a me ipso non veni, sed est verus qui misit me, quern vos nescitis. Ego scio 
eum: quia ab ipso sum, et ipse me misit’ (7.28, 29). ‘Si Deus pater vester es- 
set, diligeretis utique me, ego enim ex Deo processi et veni; neque enim a 
me ipso veni sed ille me misit’ (8.42). ‘Ipse enim Pater amat vos, quia vos 
me amastis et credidistis quia ego a Deo exivi. Exivi a Patre et veni in mun- 
dum, iterum relinquo mundum etvado ad Patrem’ (16.27). 


Praeterea, sicut Filius a Patre venit, ita doctrina Filii est doctrina Patris: 
‘Mea doctrina non est mea, sed eius qui misit me’ (7.16); qui misit me ve- 
rax est, et ego quae audivi ab eo haec loquor in mundo’ (8.26); *... sicut do- 
cuit me Pater, haec loquor’ (8.28); ego a me ipso non sum locutus, sed 
qui misit me Pater, ipse mihi mandatum dedit quid dicam et quid loquar’ 
(12.49); ‘... verba quae ego loquor vobis, a me ipso non loquor’ (14.10); ‘... 
sermonem quem audistis non est meus sed eius qui misit me Patris’ (14.24). 
Quam ob causam, ‘qui credit in me, non credit in me, sed in eum qui misit 
me’ (12.44). 

Unde in oratione sacerdotali dixit Christus: ‘Nunc cognoverunt quia om¬ 
nia, quae dedisti mihi, abs te sunt, quia verba quae dedisti mihi dedi eis; et 
ipsi acceperunt et cognoverunt vere quia a te exivi, et crediderunt quia tu 
me misisti... Ego dedi eis sermonem tuum, et mundus eos odio habuit, quia 
non sunt de mundo, sicut et ego non sum de mundo ... Sanctifica eos in 
veritate. Sermo tuus veritas est’ (17.7, 8,14,17). 

Quam ergo veritatem et veracitatem in praedicatione apostolica vidimus, 
eandem in Filio Dei Patris nuntio agnoscere debemus: ‘Sicut misit me 
Pater, ego mitto. vos’ (20.21); ‘Amen, amen dico vobis: Qui accipit si quem 
misero, me accipit; qui autem me accipit, accipit eum qui misit me’ (13.20). 

9 Sed ut ad missionem Spiritus sancti transeamus, eundem fere inveni- 
mus contextum sanctae auditionis veraeque locutionis. Veritatis enim Spir¬ 
itus (14.17; 15 26; 16.13) est alius paraclitus (14.16, 26; 16.7) Spiritusque 
sanctus (14.26), qui a Patre procedit (15.26), mittitur (14.26), datur (14.16). 

Qui etiam a Filio mittitur (15.26; 16.7), Filio testimonium perhibet 
(15.26) eumque clarificat (16.14). Etsi a mundo accipi non possit (14.17), 
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timony has certified that God is truthful. He whom God has sent speaks the 
words of God, for he gives the Spirit without measure. The Father loves the 
Son and has placed all things in his hands’ (3.31-35; see 5 - 31 - 47 ) • 

The divine origin of the Son was not unknown. ‘You know me and you 
know where I am from; and I have not come on my own, but the one who 
sent me is true, and you do not know him. I know him, because I am from 
him, and he sent me’ (7.28-29). ‘If God were your father, you would love 
me, for I came forth from God and have come; for I have not come on my 
own, but he sent me’ (8.42). ‘The Father loves you, because you have loved 
me and have believed that I came forth from God. I came forth from the Fa- • 
ther and have come into the world, and I am leaving the world and return¬ 
ing again to the Father’ (16.27). 

Besides, as the Son has come from the Father, so his teaching is the teach¬ 
ing of the Father: ‘My teaching is not mine but his who sent me’ (*7.16); ’... 
he who sent me is truthful, and what I have heard from him I declare to the 
world’ (8.26); ‘... I speak these things as the Father has instructed me’ 
(8.28); ‘... I have not spoken on my own, but the Father who sent me has 
himself given me a commandment about what to say and what to speak’ 
(12.49); *— the words that I speak to you I do not speak on my own’ (14.10); 
the word that you hear is not mine but is from the Father who sent me’ 
(14.24). Therefore, ‘Whoever believes in me believes not in me but in the 
one who sent me’ (12.44) • 

Hence, in his priestly prayer Christ says: ‘Now they know that everything 
that you gave me is from you, because the words that you gave me I have giv¬ 
en to them. They have accepted and truly know that I came from you, and 
have believed that you sent me ... I have given them your word,, and the 
world hates them because they are not of the world, as I am not of the world 
... Sanctify them in truth; your word is truth’ (17.7-8,14, 17). 

Therefore, the truth and veracity that we have seen in the apostolic 
preaching we must acknowledge in the Son as the messenger of God the Fa¬ 
ther: ‘As the Father has sent me, so I am sending you’ (20.21); ‘Very truly, I 
tell you, whoever receives one whom I send receives me; and whoever re¬ 
ceives me receives him who sent me’ (13.20). 

9 Going on now to the mission of the Holy Spirit, we find the same con¬ 
text of holy listening and true speaking. For the Spirit of truth (14.17; 15.26; 
16.13) is another Paraclete (14.16, 26; 16.7) and the Holy Spirit (14.26), 
who proceeds from the Father (15.26), is sent (14.26) and is given (14.16). 

The Spirit is also sent by the Son (15.26; 16.7), gives testimony on behalf 
of the Son (15.26) and glorifies him (16.14)- Although he cannot be accept- 
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mundum tamen arguit de peccato, de iustitia, et de iudicio (16.8-11). Sicut 
ad discipulos mittitur (15.26; 16.7), ita apud eos manet (14.16, 17) eosque 
docet et suggerit omnia quaecumque Filius dixit (14.26) et in omnem veri- 
tatem eosdem conducit (16.13). 86 Accepto denique Spiritu, apostoli pecca- 
ta remittunt (20.23) et de fidelibus scaturiunt flumina aquae vivae (7.38, 
39 )- , 

Proinde, sicut Filius a Patre, ita Spiritus veritatis a Patre Filioque depen- 
det. ‘Non enim loquetur a semet ipso; sed quaecumque audiet loquetur ... 
de meo accipiet’ (16.13,14,15). Quod ‘meum,’ uti superius diximus 87 non 
solius Filii sed pariter Patris est. Quare, quam Spiritus veritatis docet veri- 
tatem, non sua est sed a Patre et Filio audita et accepta. 

Quemadmodum vero audiat Spiritus sanctus, breviter considerari 
oportet. Non enim de auditione auriculari agitur, uti apud Me 7.25, cum 
Spiritus aures non habeat. Neque de exauditione (lo 9.31; 11.41), quasi Pa¬ 
ter et Filius preces ad Spiritum effunderent. Sed de ea aperitudine spirituali 
quae secundum loannem in aliis deest et in aliis adest. Sunt enim quibus di- 
catur quod non audiant (9.27); sunt qui dicant: ‘Durus est hie sermo, et 
quis potest eum audire?’ (6.60); sunt qui dicant: ‘Daemonium habet et in- 
sanit. Quid eum auditis?’ (10.20). Alii enim audiunt et non custodiunt 

(12.47), et alii sicut audire non possunt (8.43) ita non audiunt (8.47). Sed 
ex parte con traria, sicut Christus veritatem a Patre audivit (8.40; cf. 8.26; 
15 - 15 ; 3 - 32 ), ita ad Christum venit omnis qui audivit a Patre et didicit (6.45). 
Nam qui ex Deo est, verba Dei audit (8.47); qui ex veritate est, vocem Chris- 
ti audit (l 8 . 37 ); oves ergo vocem pastoris audiunt sed alienum non audiunt 
(10.3-5,8,27); et qui verbum Christi audit et Patri credit, habet vitam aeter- 
nam (5.24). 


Qualis autem auditio est, talis etiam est acceptio (Anppdveiv). Sunt enim 
qui testimonium Christi non accipiant (3.11, 32), qui ipsum Christum non 
accipiant et tamen ab invicem gloriam accipiant (5.43,44; 12.43)»qui Chris¬ 
tum spernant et verba eius non accipiant (12.48). Nam mundus non potest 
accipere Spiritum veritatis (14.17) > et homo non potest accipere quidquam 
nisi ei datum fuerit de caelo (3.27). Sed ex parte contraria, Christus manda- 
tum a Patre accepit (10.18); testimonium accepit non ab homine sed a 
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ed by the world (14.17), nevertheless he convicts the world of sin, of justice, 
and of judgment (16.8-11). As he is sent to the disciples (15.26; 16.7), so 
does he remain with them (14.16-17), teaches them, and reminds them 
about all. that the Son has said (14.26), and leads them into all truth 
(16.13). 86 Once they have received the Spirit, the apostles forgive sins 
(20.23) and streams of living water pouf forth from the faithful ( 7 - 38 - 39 )- 

Again, as the Son depends upon the Father, so does the Spirit of truth de¬ 
pend upon the Father and the Son. ‘For (the Spirit] will not speak oh his 
own; father, whatever he hears he will speak ... he will take what is mine’ 
(16.13-15). This ‘mine,’ as we said above, 87 is not the Son’s alone but the Fa¬ 
ther’s likewise. Therefore, the truth that the Spirit of truth teaches is not his 
own but that which he has heard and received from the Father and the Son. 

But we must now consider briefly how the Holy Spirit hears. It is not a 
matter of hearing with the ears, as in Mark 7.25, since the Spirit has no ears. 
Nor is it a matter of hearing and answering prayers (John 9.31; 11.41), as if 
the Father and the Son address prayers to the Spirit. It is, rather, a spiritual 
openness, which according to John is present in some people and absent in 
others. For there are those who are spoken to but do not hear (9.27); there 
are those who complain, ‘This is a hard saying; who can listen to it?’ ( 6 . 60 ); 
there are those who say, ‘He has a demon and is out of his mind. Who can 
listen to him?’ (10.20). Others hear the words and do not keep them 

(12.47) , and still others, as they are incapable of hearing (8.43) ,'do not hear 

(8.47) . But on the other hand, just as Christ heard the truth from the Fa¬ 
ther (8.40; see 8.26; 15.15; 3-32), so everyone who has heard and learned 
from the Father comes to Christ (6.45). For whoever is of God hears the 
words of God (8.47); whoever belongs to the truth hears Christ’s voice 
(18.37). Thus, the sheep hear the voice of the shepherd but do not listen to 
a stranger (10.3-5, 8, 27). And whoever hears the word of Christ and be¬ 
lieves in the Father has eternal life (5.24). 

As this hearing of the word is, so is its acceptance (kappavsiv). For there 
are those who do not accept Christ’s testimony (3.11, 32), who do not ac¬ 
cept Christ and yet accept glory from one another ( 5 - 43 - 44 ; 12.43), who re¬ 
ject Christ and do not accept his words (12.48). For the world cannot accept 
the Spirit of truth (14.17), and no one can accept anything except what has 
been given from heaven (3.27). On the other hand, Christ accepts a com¬ 
mandment from the Father (10.18); he rejected human testimony but did 

86 [Greek, o&iryTjaEi, ‘will lead’; Vulgate, docebit, ‘will teach.’] 

87 See above, p. 535. 
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Patre ( 5 - 34 . 37 ) I et qui testimonium Christi accipit, signat quia Deus verax 
est (3.33). Quotquot acceperunt eum, dedit eis potestatem filios Dei fieri 
(1.13 gr.); de plenitudine gratiae et veritatis acceperunt Sicut ergo discipu- 
li acceperunt et cognoverunt (17.8), sicut Spiritum sanctum acceperunt 
(20.22), sicut discipulus accepit Matrem Christi in sua (19.27), ita etiam qui 
accipit si quern misero, me accipit; qui autem me accipit, accipit eum qui 
misitme (13.20). 

Acceptio ergo est voluntaria, realis, et personalis: voluntaria est quia op- 
ponuntur qui accipiunt et qui non accipiunt; realis est quia accipiuntur ver- 
bum, mandatum, testimonium, gloria; personalis est turn quia accipitur vel 
non accipitur persona a persona, turn quia acceptio missi est acceptio mit- 
tentis, turn quia verba alicuius non accipere est eum spernere. 

Qualem ergo auditionem atque acceptionem in Christo et in Christi dis- 
cipulis invenimus, talem quodammodo in Spiritu veritatis conicere debe- 
mus qui a Patre et Filio audiat et accipiat earn quam doceat veritatem. 

10 Quinto denique quaeritur utrum secundum scripturas verum 88 sit in 
divinis existere Verbum quod secundum veritatem dicatur et secundum 
sanctitatem audiatur atque aceipiatur. 

Cui quaestioni sine distinctionibus non respondetur. Nam alia ex parte 
constat hoc totum quod quaesitum sit non expresse in scripturis inveniri. 
Ex alia autem parte constat in scripturis non deesse elementa quae tali 
cuidam conclusioni faveant. Quae cum alia propius et alia remotius in 
finem nostrum faciant, singula ordinate considerari oportet. 
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accept testimony from the Father (5.34, 37 ); and whoever accepts Christ’s 
testimony certifies that God is truthful ( 3 - 33 ). To all who have received him 
he gave power to become children of God (1.12), and they have all received 
from the fullness of his grace and truth. Hence as the disciples have accept¬ 
ed Christ’s words and have knowledge (17.8), as they have accepted the 
Holy Spirit (20.22), and as the disciple took the Mother of Christ into his 
home (19.27), so also whoever receives one whom I send receives me; and 
whoever receives me, receives him who sent me (13.20). 

Acceptance, then, is voluntary, real, and personal: it is voluntary, because 
there is opposition between those who accept and those who do not; it is re¬ 
al, because it is the word, commandment, testimony, and glory that are ac¬ 
cepted; it is personal, because one person is accepted or is not accepted by 
another person, because acceptance of the one sent is acceptance of the 
sender, and because not to accept the words of someone is to reject that 
person. 

The sort of hearing and acceptance we have found in Christ and in his dis¬ 
ciples we must conjecture to be found in some way in the Spirit of truth, who 
hears and accepts from the Father and the Son the truth that he teaches. 

10 Fifth and last, we ask whether according to the scriptures it is true 88 
that in God there exists a Word that is spoken in truth and is heard and ac¬ 
cepted in holiness. 

We cannot answer this question without making distinctions. For on the 
one hand it is clear that the whole of what we are seeking is not expressly 
found in scripture. But on the other hand it is also clear that in scripture 
there are elements that favor some such conclusion. Since some of these el¬ 
ements are more closely and others more remotely relevant to our purpose, 
we must consider each of them in an orderly way. 


88 Agitur ergo de conclusione theologica. Eiusmodi enim est verum ut determi¬ 
nate contextui non alligetur. Quod enim in uno contextu vere dicitur, idem 
in alio contextu et mutatis mutandis did potest. 

Quae veri transcendenda necessario supponitur non solum in conclusioni- 
bus theologicis sed etiam, alio tamen modo, in omni opere exegetico, quin- 
imo, in omni transitu ex oradone directa ad orationem obliquam. Caveas 
ergo eorum influxum qui hermeneutica dicta romantica utantur, i. e., qui 
possibilitatem interpretadonis in eo fundent quod interpres ita auctoris 
mentem penetret ut auctoris modum turn loquendi turn cogitandi reproduc¬ 
er possit. Ita in mentem alterius intelligendo intrabis quidem sed etiam 
manebis, neque ad aliud tempus, alium locum, aliam culturam, alium contex¬ 
tual transire poteris. Neque fidelitate scientifica retineberis sed immanentis- 
tica philosophia. 


88 Thus it is a question of a theological conclusion. It is the sort of truth that is 
not tied to a particular context. For what is truly said in one context can be 
said, mutatis mutandis , in another context. 

This transcendence of truth is necessarily supposed not only in theological 
conclusions but also, though in a different way, in every work of exegesis, 
indeed, in every transition from direct speech to indirect speech. Beware, 
therefore, of the influence of those who employ what is called romantic 
hermeneutics, that is, who base the possibility of interpretation on this, that 
the interpreter should so penetrate the mind of the author as to be able to 
reproduce the author’s way of speaking and thinking. In this way you will 
through understanding certainly enter into the mind of another, but you will 
also remain there, unable to make the transition to another time, another 
place, another culture, another context. You will be held back not by scien¬ 
tific fidelity but by an immanentist philosophy. 


The Robert Moilot Collection 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 



672 Pars Altera: Theses Quinque - Thesis 5 


(a) Est in divinis qui veritatem sancte audiat et accipiat. 

Nam Spiritus veritatis a semet ipso non loquetur; quaecumque audiet, lo- 
quetur; de eo accipiet quod Patris et Filii est (Io 16.13, 15) • 

Qui sane non auribus audit vel manibus accipit, sed illud facit quod nos 
facere iussit Deus Pater cum dixerit/. *... audite ilium’ (Me 9.7). Uti enim nu- 
perrime illustravimus, talis est sensus principaliter intentus in scripturis ubi 
laudantur qui audiunt vel accipiunt. 

Praeterea, apud Ioannem in cap. xvi, non agitur de aeterna processione 
sed de missione temporali Spiritus sancti. Sed omnis Catholicus agnoscit 
Spiritum sanctum esse vere et proprie Deum, Deum autem esse simplicem, 
immutabilem, aeternum. Quare, si ulla umquam in Spiritu sancto est vera 
et realis dependentia, haec necessario est totalis propter simplicitatem et 
aeterna propter immutabilitatem aeternam. Ab aeterno ergo Spiritus veri¬ 
tatis veritatem a Patre Filioque audit et accipit. 

(b) Est in divinis Verbum aeternum. 

Nam ‘In principio erat Verbum, et Verbum erat apud Deum, et Deus erat 
Verbum. Hoc erat in principio apud Deum’ (Io 1.1, 2). Sed Deus est aeter- 
nus. Quia ergo Verbum Deus erat, aeternum erat. 

Quo de loco multa dubia moveri possunt. Sed nunc inter Catholicos de 
analogia psychologica disputatur, et ideo non est arguendum contra Gnos- 
ticos quosdam qui alium Filium et aliud Verbum esse docuerint, vel contra 
Arianos qui dixerint: ‘Erat, quando non erat’ (db 54, ds 126). 

Sed dixerit forte quispiam Filium quidem aeternum esse sed nisi prolep- 
tice non nottiinari Verbum propter munus temporale vel revelandi vel 
creandi. 

Cui tamen sententiae nihil favere videtur nisi difficultas explicandi quo 
sensu in divinis aeternum quoddam verbi munus agnosci possit. Minime 
enim insinuat loannes Filium tunc rationem Verbi accepisse quando caro 
factum sit, sed potius docet illud iam in principio Verbum fuisse quod in 
tempore non Verbum sed caro sit factum. Praeterea, etsi loannes sicut Moy- 
ses ‘in principio’ scripsit, tamen non statim, sicut Moyses, creationem nar- 
ravit sed creationem ad v. 3 remisit ut prius diceret Verbum in principio 
fuisse, Verbum apud Deum fuisse, Verbum Deum fuisse; quibus dictis, non 
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(a) There is in God one who in a holy way hears and accepts truth. 

For the Spirit of truth will not speak on his own; whatever he hears he will 
speak, and he will accept what belongs to the Father and the Son (John 

16.13, 15 )- 

He certainly does not hear with his ears or accept with his hands, but 
does what God the Father bids us to do when he said, ‘Hear him’ (Mark 
9.7). For as we have just shown, this is the meaning principally intended in 
the scriptures where those who hear or accept are praised. 

Moreover, in John 16 it is not the eternal procession but the temporal 
mission of the Holy Spirit that is referred to. But every Catholic acknowl¬ 
edges that the Holy Spirit is truly and in a proper sense God, and that God 
is simple, immutable, eternal. Therefore, if the Holy Spirit ever has any real 
and true dependence, such dependence is necessarily total by reason of 
simplicity and eternal by reason of eternal immutability. From all eternity, 
therefore, the Spirit of truth hears and accepts truth from the Father and 
the Son. 

(b) There is in God an eternal Word. 

For, ‘In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the 
Word was God. He was in the beginning with God’ (John 1.1-2). But God is 
eternal. Therefore, since the Word was God, he is eternal. 

Many doubts can be raised concerning this text. But at the present time 
it is the psychological analogy that is being disputed among Catholics, and 
so there is no point in arguing against some Gnostics who taught that the Son 
and the Word were really different from each other, or against the Arians 
who proclaimed, ‘There was a time when he was not’ (db 54, ds 126, nd 8). 

However, someone might say the Son is eternal but is only proleptical- 
ly called ‘Word’ on account of his temporal work of revealing or of 
creating. 

The only thing in favor of this opinion is the difficulty of explaining in 
what sense an eternal function of a word can be acknowledged in God. 
John gives not the least hint that the Son took on the nature of the Word 
only when be became flesh; rather, he teaches that the Word who in time 
became, not the Word, but flesh, had already existed in the beginning. Be¬ 
sides, although John, like Moses, wrote ‘in the beginning,’ nevertheless he 
did not immediately, as Moses did, tell about creation, but postponed cre¬ 
ation to verse 3 in order to say first that the Word was in the beginning, 
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ad creationem narrandam properavit, ut denique tandem ad principaliter 
intentum perveniret, sed iam dicta reassumpsit atque repetivit, ut inter v. 1 
et v. 3 intercederet: ‘Hoc erat in principio apud Deum’ (lo 1.2). 

Quod si ipse textus nos cogit ad aeternum Verbi munus agnoscendum, 
pariter nos adiuvat ut tale munus concipiamus quale esse possit. Sicut enim 
in reliquo NT, ita apud loannem duplex est verbi quasi status: primo enim 
ubi dicitur, foras sonat; deinde autem ubi bene auditur, intus manet ut cus- 
todiatur et servetur. Qui enim vere sunt discipuli, in verbo Christi manent 
(lo 8.31) et verba Christi in ipsis manent (Io 15.7, 8; cf. 1 Io 2.14, 24; Io 
5.38; etiam 6,56; 15.4, 5). Quamvis transeant soni, manere tamen possunt 
verba quatenus spiritus et vita sunt’ (Io 6.63), quatenus verba vitae 
aeternae’ (Io 6.68) sunt, quatenus vita aetema erat mandatum a Patre da¬ 
tum quid Christus diceret quidque loqueretur (Io 12.49, 50 ) • Manent intus 
verba turn ut obiectum meditationis (cf. Lc 2.51) turn maxime ut verbum 
vel verba vel mandata serventur (Io 8.51, 52, 55; 14.15, 21, 23, 24; 15.10, 20; . 
17.6; cf. Me 4.13-20; Mt 7.24, 26; Lc 6.47-49; 8.21; 11.28; lac 1.22, 23; 1 Io 
3.18). 

Quod si in nobis vita spiritualis est ut verba vitae aeternae maneant atque 
custodiantur, sane aliquid quodammodo simile in Deo cogitare possumus. 
Ipse enim spiritus est (Io 4.24); aetema sane est eius vita; et ideo minime ad- 
mirari debemus quod aeterno atque viventi spiritui inest Verbum aeter¬ 
num, verbum vitae (1 Io 1.1), vita aetema (1 Io 1.2). 

(c) Est in divinis lux et caritas. 

Quod explicite docetur in prima epistola Ioannis: ‘Et haec est adnuntiatio, 
quam audivimus ab eo, et adnuntiamus vobis, quoniam Deus lux est et tene- 
brae in eo non suntullae’ (1 Io 1.5). ‘Qui non diligit, not novit Deum, quo¬ 
niam Deus caritas est’ (1 Io 4.8). ‘Et nos cognovimus et credidimus caritati, 
quam Deus habet in nobis. Deus caritas est, et qui manet in caritate, in Deo 
manet, et Deus in eo’ (l Io 4.16). 

Qqibus de locis duo determinare volumus: primo, quod agitur de Deo 
Patre; deinde, quod non solum caritas sed etiam lux sensu quodam psycho- 
logico intelligenda est. 

Quod agitur de Deo Patre constat in primis ex usu nt in quo communiter 
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was with God, and was God. And after making these statements he was in 
no hurry to speak about creation so that he might arrive at last at his main 
objective, but instead he went back and repeated his previous words to in¬ 
sert them between verses 1 and 3: ‘He was in the beginning with God’ 
(1.2). 

But if the text itself compels us to acknowledge the eternal function of 
the Word, it likewise helps us to conceive what such a function might be 
like. For as in the rest of the New Testament, so also in John, a word has, as 
it were, a twofold status: first, when uttered, it is heard exteriorly; second, 
when it is well heard, it remains within to be kept and observed. For those 
who are true disciples of Christ abide in Christ’s word (8.31), and the words, 
of Christ abide in them (15.7^8; see 1 John 2.14, 24; John 5.38; also 6.56; 
15 - 4 - 5 )- Although the sounds of the words are fleeting, still the words them¬ 
selves can remain inasmuch as they are ‘spirit and life’ (6.63) and ‘words of 
eternal life’ (6.68), and inasmuch as eternal life was the Father’s instruction 
to Christ about what to say and what to speak (12.49-50). Words remain 
within both to be meditated on (Luke 2.51) and especially as a word or 
words or commandments to be observed (John 8.51-52, 55; 14.15, 21, 23- 
24; 15-10, 20; 17.6; see Mark 4.13-20; Matthew 7.24, 26; Luke 6.47-49; 8.21; 
11.28;James 1.22-23; 1 John 3.18). 

But if in us our spiritual life consists in keeping and observing the words 
of eternal life, we can surely imagine something similar in God. For God is 
spirit (John 4 - 24 ); his life is certainly eternal; hence, we should not in the 
least be surprised that there is in that eternal and living spirit a Word that is 
eternal, the word of life (1 John 1.1), eternal life (1 John 1.2). 

(c) In God there is light and love. 

This is explicit in the First Letter of John: ‘This is the message we have 
heard from him and proclaim to you, that God is light and in him there is 
no darkness at all’ (1.5). ‘Whoever does not love does not know God, for 
God is love’ (4.8). ‘We have known and believe in the love God has for us. 
God is love, and those who abide in love abide in God, and God in them’ 
(4.16). 

In these three texts we wish to determine two things: first, that they are 
about God the Father, and second, that not only love but also light is to be 
understood in them in a psychological sense. 

That these texts are about God the Father is first of all clear from New 
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signiflcatur Pater ubi dicitur 6 0 £O<“. 80 Constat deinde ex sensu primi loci: a 
Filio enim audivit Joannes quod de Deo adnuntiat (cf. w. 1—3), et'alius esse 
videtur a quo audivit, alius de quo adnuntiat. Constat denique ex proximo 
contextu alterius et tertii loci: distinguuntur enim Deus et Filius suus, Deus 
et Filius Dei, turn apud 1 lo 4.9 turn etiam apud 1 Io 4.15. 

Porro, quod caritas ordinis psychologici est, patet ex ipsa rei natura. Et 
accedit quod nostra dilecdo quodammodo est medium quo cognoscatur 
Deus: nam ‘qui non diligit, non novit Deum, quoniam Deus caritas est’ (1 
Io 4.8); etsi enim ‘novisse’ rem pure intellectualem non dicat, non ideo 
tamen omnem prorsus cognitionem excludit. 

Sed etiam lux sensu quodam psychologico, morali, cognoscitivo intelligi 
debet. Quod quidem quodammodo verum est, etiam ubi de luce huius 
mundi agatur (Io 11.9, 10). Sed ubi de Deo luce fit sermo, statim opponun- 
tur ‘ambulare in luce' et ‘ambulare in tenebris’ (1 Io 1.6, 7), quae sensum 
prorsus religiosum habent uti commonstrant subsequentes versus usque ad 
1 Io 2.11. Qui enim in tenebris ambulat, societatem cum Deo luce non ha- 
bet; quod si affirmat, mentitur etveritatem non facit (1 Io 1.6). Pariter, qui 
negat se peccasse, se seducit, veritas in eo non est, mendacem facit Chris¬ 
tum, verbum Chfisti in eo non est (1 Io 1.8, 10). Pariter, qui dicit se nosse 
Christum et tamen mandata Christi non custodit, mendax est et in eo veri¬ 
tas non est (1 Io 2.4). Pariter, qui dicit se in luce esse, et fratrem suum odit, 
in tenebris est usque adhuc (1 Io 2.9). Denique, qui odit fratrem suum, in 
tenebris est et in tenebris ambulat et nescit quo eat, quia tenebrae obcae- 
caverunt oculos eius (1 Io 2.11). Sed ex parte contraria cuni luce ibidem 
consociantur: caritas fraterna et emundatio ab omni peccato (1 Io 1.7); 
confessio peccatorum, eorum remissio, emundatio ab omni iniquitate (1 Io 
1.9); cognitio Christi et observatio mandatorum (1 Io 2.3); servare verbum 
Christi, perfecta caritas, ambulare sicut Christus ambulavit (1 Io 2.5,6); dil- 
igere fratrem, in lumine manere, scandalum in eo non esse (1 Io 2.10). 

Eo ergo sensu Deus Pater dicitur lux quo consociantur lux et veritas et di- 
lectio et vita; et eo sensu negantur in eo tenebrae quo excluduntur menda- 
cia et odium et excaecatio. 


The Robert Mollot Collection 


677 Part 2: Five Theses - Thesis 5 

Testament usage in which 6 0 soq commonly signifies th$j Father. 80 Next, it 
is clear from the sense of the first text that John has heard from the Son 
what he is to proclaim about God (verses 1-3), and the one from whom he 
heard this is evidently different from the one about whom he is to speak. 
Lastly it is dear from the immediate context of the second and third texts 
that God and his Son, God and the Son of God, are distinguished; see 4.9 
and 4.15. 

Also, the fact that love belongs to the psychological order is clear from its 
very nature. And there is the added fact that our love is a means by which we 
know God: ‘Whoever does not love does not know God, for God is love’ 
(4.8). For although ‘to know’ does not refer to some purely intellectual re¬ 
ality, it does not follow that it excludes absolutely all knowledge. 

But light also must be understood here in a psychological, moral, and 
cognitional sense. This is true in some way even in reference to the light of 
this world (John 11.9-10). But whenever there is mention of God as light, 
immediately ‘to walk in the light’ is opposed to ‘to walk in darkness’ (1 John 
1.6-7), and as the subsequent verses down to 2.11 clearly show, these ex : 
pressions have a totally religious meaning. For those who walk in darkness 
have no fellowship with God; and if they say they do, they are lying and do 
not act according to what is true (1.6). Similarly, those who say they have 
not sinned are deceiving themselves, there is no truth in them, they make 
'Christ out to be a liar, and the word of Christ is not in them (1.8,10). Again, 
those who say they know Christ and yet do not keep his commandments are 
liars and there is no truth in them (2.4). Likewise, those who say they are in 
the light and hate their neighbor are still in darkness (2.9). Finally, those 
who hate their brother or sister are in darkness and walk in darkness and do 
not know where they are going, because the darkness has blinded their eyes 
(2.11). Contrariwise, in this same passage the following are associated with 
light: fraternal charity and cleansing from all sin (1.7); confession of sins 
and their forgiveness, cleansing from all wrongdoing (1.9); knowledge of 
Christ and observing the commandments (2.3); observing Christ’s word, 
perfect love, walking just as Christ walked (2.5-6); loving one’s neighbor, 
remaining in the light, having no cause for stumbling (2.10). 

Therefore, God the Father is said to be light in the sense that light and 
truth and love and life are all associated; and there is no darkness in God, 
since mendacity and hatred and blindness have no place in God (1.5). 

89 See Rahner, ‘ Theos im Neuen Testament,’ in Schriften zur Theologie, vol. 1, 91- 
167 [‘Theos in the New Testament,’ in Theological Investigations, vol. 1, 79-148]. 
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(d) Concluditur ad analogiam psychologicam. 

E locis dissitis psychologica conclusimus seorsim de Patre, de Filio, de Spir- 
itu sancto. Ille est lux et caritas (1 lo 1.5; 4.8, 16). Filius est Verbum aeter- 
num (lo 1.1, 2) non foras sonans sed intus manens, verbum vitae et vita 
aetema (1 lo l.l, 2). Spiritus sanctus a Patre et Filio veritatem audit et ac- 
cipit (lo 16.13-15)- 

Quae conclusiones in conclusionem ulteriorem conducunt. Idem enim 
est Verbum ac Filius. Sicut ergo Filius ex Patre est, ita etiam Verbum ex 
aeterna luce caritateque est. Quia ex luce est, verbum est verum; quia lux 
etiam caritas est, verum verbum est bonitatis, vitae, vitae aeternae. Sed Spir¬ 
itus sanctus a Patre et Filio veritatem audit et accipit. Quod sane facit si au¬ 
dit accipitque Patris Verbum. 

(e) Qualis non sit praecedens conclusio. 

Circa hanc conclusionem notandum est nos non attulisse loca ulteriora 
quae directe ipsas divinas processiones respicerent. Eiusmodi enim loca 
apud Ioannem fere desunt qui neque similitudines ex sensibilibus haustas 
adhibuit neque psycholegica ita consideravitut aliud elementum ex alio de- 
pendere diceret. 

Quod similitudines sensibiles non adhibuit, constat ex Omissionibus. Etsi 
Verbum in divinis posuerit, non tamen dixit ‘Ego ex ore Altissimi prodivi’ 
(Ecclus 24.3). Etsi novisset claritatem Filio datam ante constitutionem mun- 
di (lo 17.5, 24), etsi lucem esse dixerit turn Patrem (1 lo 1.5) turn Verbum 
etFilium (lo 1.4, 5, 9; 3-19; 8.12; 9.5; 12.46), non tamen dixit quae alibi le- 
guntur: ‘... emanatio quaedam est claritatis Dei sincera’ (Sap. 7.25); ‘candor 
est enim lucis aeternae’ (Sap. 7.26); ‘splendor gloriae’ (Heb 1.3). Etsi Ver- 
bo Deo aequalitatem cum Patre vindicaverit (lo 1.1; 5.18-30), non tamen 
dixit vel ‘speculum sine macula Dei maiestads et imago bonitads ipsius’ 
(Sap. 7.26), vel ‘imago Dei’ (2 Cor 4.4; Col 1.15), vel ‘figura substantiae 
eius’ (Heb 1.3). Scriptum erat: ‘... antequam quidquam faceret a principio. 
Ab aeterno ordinata sum ... Nondum erant abyssi et ego iam concepta er- 
am’ (Prov 8.22-24), sed absolute loannes incepit: ‘In principio erat Ver¬ 
bum.’ Sane Filium noverat atque Unigenitum (lo 1.14, 18; 3.16, 18; 1 lo 
4.9), sed de ipsa generatione Filii, sicut pauca habet eaque neque certa sem¬ 
per neque clara (lo 1.13 vl; 18.37; 1 lo 5.18 gr. 90 ), ita non repetit quod alibi 
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(d) From this we conclude to a psychological analogy. 

From various scattered texts we have concluded to the presence of the psy¬ 
chological aspects individually of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy 
Spirit. The Father is light and love (1 John 1.5; 4.8,16). The Son is the eter¬ 
nal Word (John 1.1-2), not as sounding outwardly but as abiding within, 
the word of life and eternal life (1 John 1.1-2). The Holy Spirit hears and 
accepts truth from the Father and the Son (John 16.13-15). 

These conclusions lead to a further conclusion. The Word is the same as 
the Son. Hence, as the Son is from the Father, so also the Word is from eter¬ 
nal light and love. Because he is from the light, the Word is true; and be¬ 
cause the light is also love, this true Word is a word of goodness, of life, of 
eternal life. But the Holy Spirit hears and accepts truth from the Father and. 
the Son, which he certainly does if he hears and accepts the Word of the 
Father. 

(e) What the above conclusion is not. 

Regarding this conclusion it must be noted that we have not adduced fur¬ 
ther texts that directly refer to the divine processions themselves. Such texts 
are virtually absent in John, who neither used similarities to sensible things 
nor considered psychological realities in such a way as to say that one ele¬ 
ment was dependent upon another. 

. The fact that he did not make use of sensible similarities is clear from what 
he omitted. Although he placed the Word in God, still he did not say, ‘I 
came forth from the mouth of the Most High’ (Sirach 24.3). Even though he 
knew about the glory given to the Son before the foundation of the world 
(John 17.5, 24) and even though he declared both the Father (1 John 1.5) 
and the Son (John 1.4,5,9; 3.19; 8.12; 9.5; 12.46) to be light, nonetheless he 
did not say what is found elsewhere in scripture: ‘a pure emanation of the 
glory of God’ (Wisdom 7.25), or ‘a reflection of eternal light’ (Wisdom 
7.26), or ‘radiance of God’s glory’ (Hebrews 1.3). Although he claimed 
equality with God for the Word (John 1.1; 5.18-30), still he did not say that 
he was either ‘the spotless mirror of God’s majesty and the image of his 
goodness’ (Wisdom 7-26), or ‘the image of God’ (2 Corinthians 4.4; Colos- 
sians 1.15), or ‘the exact imprint of his very being’ (Hebrews 1.3). It had 
been written, ‘The Lord created me at the beginning of his work, the first of 
his acts long ago ... When there were no depths, I was brought forth ...’ 
(Proverbs 8.22-24), but John begins simply, ‘In the beginning was the 
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invenitur: ‘Ego hodie genui te* (2 Sam 7.14; Ps 2.7; Act 13.33; Heb 1.5; 5.5); 
et nisi in Apocalypsi (1.5) non legitur ‘primogenitus’ quod alibi pluries oc- 
currit (Rom 8.29; Col 1.15, 18; Heb 1.6). Noverat denique omnia per Ver- 
bum esse facta, sed tamen non dixit: ‘Vapor est enim virtutis Dei’ (Sap 7.25) 
vel ‘Dei virtutem, et Dei sapientiam’ (1 Cor 1.24); quinimo, ipsa vox, sapi- 
entia, non legitur nisi in Apocalypsi (5.12; 7.12; 13.18; 17.9). 


Quod si praetermittuntur similitudines quae praecipue ex sensibilibus 
hauriuntur, si magis ad psychologica et moralia attenditur uti ex iam dictis 
constat, ipsa tamen psychologica potius globaliter quam analytice consider- 
antur. Ex una parte sistit loannes lucem, veritatem, dilectionem, vitam, 
bona opera; ex parte contraria sistit tenebras, mendacium, odium, mortem, 
homicidium; sed quae connexa esse intelligit, quemadmodum connectan- 
tur non explicat. Cuius rei exemplum sit apparens exceptio: ‘Vos ex patre 
diabolo estis et desideria patris vestri vultis facere. Ille homicida erat ab ini¬ 
tio et in veritate non stetit, quia non est veritas in eo; cum loquitur mendaci¬ 
um, ex propriis loquitur, quia mendax est et pater eius’ (Io 8.44). Quo in 
loco, primo saltern aspectu, videtur adesse analysis quae explicet cur diabo- 
lus mentiatur; dicitur enim, ‘cum loquitur mendacium, ex propriis loqui¬ 
tur,’ et suggeritur principium inveniri in ‘propriis,’ consequens autem esse 
mendacium. Et re vera adesset explicatio si ‘propria’ essent ‘tenebrae’ e 
quibus sponte et quasi natura procederent mendacia. Sed de facto ‘pro¬ 
pria’ non alia esse videntur quam quod diabolus in veritate non stetit, quod 
in diabolo veritas non est, quod diabolus mendax est, ut desint analysis et 
explicatio neque adsit nisi applicatio principii contradictionis. Denique, in 
eodem loco invenitur quaedam causalitatis conceptio: diabolus enim est pa¬ 
ter mendacis sicut est pater homicidarum; sed haec causalitatis applicatio 
non analytica est sed globalis; non analydca est quia unum quoddam et to- 
tum in elementa non resolvit ut aliud ex alio dependere demonstret; globa¬ 
lis est quia aliud totum ex alio dependere dicit. 
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Word.’ He certainly knew the Son as also the only-begotten (John 1.14, 18; 
3.16,18; 1 John 4.9), but concerning the generation of the Son, just as he has 
few expressions and those are not always certain or clear (John 1.12; 18.37; 

1 John 5.18 90 ), so also he does not repeat what is found elsewhere: ‘This day 
I have begotten you’ (2 Samuel 7.14; Psalm 2.7; Acts 13.33; Hebrews 1.5; 5.5); 
and only in Revelation 1.5 does John use the word ‘firstborn’ which occurs 
several times elsewhere (Romans 8.29; Colossians 1.15, 18; Hebrews 1.6). 
Finally, he knew all that had been done through the Word, and yet he did 
not say, ‘[He] is breath of the power of God’ (Wisdom 7.25), or ‘the power 
of God and the wisdom of God’ (1 Corinthians 1.24) ; and in fact the word 
‘wisdom’ is found only in Revelation 5.12; 7.12,13.18, 17.9. 

If we leave aside comparisons that are mainly taken from sensible reali¬ 
ties, and if we attend more to the psychological and moral elements, as is 
clear from what we have been saying, still we are considering these psycho¬ 
logical elements globally rather than analytically. On one side John places 
light, truth, love, life, good works, and on the other side he places darkness, 
mendacity, hatred, death, murder. He understands that these things are 
connected, but he does not explain how. An example of this is this appar¬ 
ent exception: ‘You are from your father the devil and you choose to do 
what your father desires. He was a murderer from the beginning and is not 
rooted in the truth, because there is no truth in him. When he lies he 
speaks from what is proper to him, for he is a liar and the father of lies’ 
(8.44). In this passage, at least at first glance, there seems to be an analysis 
to explain why the devil lies; for he says, ‘When he lies, he speaks from what 
is proper to him,’ and the suggestion is that ‘what is proper’ suggests a prin¬ 
ciple and that lying results from it. And in fact there would be an explana r 
tion if ‘proper’ were the darkness from which lying would spontaneously 
and, as it were, naturally proceed. But in fact ‘what is proper’ seems to 
mean only that the devil is not rooted in truth, that in the devil there is no 
truth, that the devil is a liar, so that there is no analysis and explanation but 
only an application of the principle of contradiction. Finally, in this same 
passage there is a certain concept of causality: the devil is the father of liars 
just as he is the father of murderers. But this application of causality is not 
analytic but global: it is not analytic, because a unified whole is not resolved 
into its elements so as to show the dependence of one upon another; it is 
global because it states that one whole element depends upon another. 

90 [Following the Greek, 6 -yewri 0 £i<;, the one begotten; Vulg., generatio, genera- . 
tion, begetting.] 
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(f) Qualis sit conclusio analogiae psychologicae. 

Cum dixerimus qualis non sit haec conclusio, remanet ut dicamus qualis sit. 
Quaeritur ergo quemadmodum ex tribus et prioribus conclusionibus ad 
easdem in unum coniungendas procedatur. 

Cui quaestioni cum distinctione respondendum est. Nam ex alia parte 
cogit argumentum, et alia ex parte conclusio praemissas excedere videtur. 
Primo, cogit argumentum. Nam Verbum est Filius. Sed Filius est ex Patre; 
Pater lux est et caritas; ergo Verbum est ex luce et caritate. Iterum, Spiritus 
sanctus audit et accipit ex Patre et Filio; quod facere non potest quin audiat 
et accipiat Verbum ex luce et caritate ortum; simplex enim est Deus. E con¬ 
tra, argumentum praemissas excedere videtur. Nam conclusio introducit 
analysin quandam atque explicationem: concipitur enim Verbum tam- 
quam ex luce ortum, ut insinuetur similitude cum iudicio vero quod ex per- 
specta evidenti procedat; et pariter concipitur Spiritus sanctus qui audiat et 
accipiat Verbum ex luce et caritate ortum, ut insinuetur similitudo cum 
actu voluntatis honesto qui ex vero valoris iudicio procedat. Sed iam confes- 
si sumus loannem globaliter et non analytice cogitare, eumque connexa 
quidem intelligere quae tamen non ita distinguat atque ordinetut aliud ex 
alio oriri dicat. Qui globaliter procedit, facile agnoscit FiliUm a Patre 
dependere, sicut facile agnoscit diabolum esse mendacis et homicidae 
patrem. Quae tamen dependentia globalis in analyticam commutatur, ubi 
concluditur Filium a Patre dependere sicut verbum a luce. 


Quae tamen non ita inter se pugnare censemus ut valor argumenti tolla- 
tur. Qui analogiam psychologicam ex scriptis Ioannaeis concludit, sane 
analysin addit quam Ioannes non perfecit. Sed ipsa haec analysis est eorum 
quae Ioannes noverat atque suo modo docuit. Quod ex antecessis constare 
videtur. Lectorem ergo nunc remittimus ad ea quae superius conclusimus: 
Ioannen non penitus ignorasse quid omnis homo certus vel dubitans, verax 
vel mendax, honestus vel malus, intime in se ipso experiatur, quam expe- 
rientiam loannem suo modo declarasse, et quidem turn in contextu verbi 
evangelic! praedicandi et audiendi, turn in contextu missionis Filii et mis- 
sionis Spiritus sancti; quam ob causam, cum haec non obiter dicantur sed 
thema quoddam faciant principale tarn quarti evangelii quam primae epis- 
tolae, haud praetermitti possunt ubi Verbi divini quaeritur intelligent^. 
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(f) What sort of conclusion to a psychological analogy this is. 

After saying what the nature of this conclusion is not, it remains for us to say 
what it is. Accordingly we ask how to proceed from the three previpus con¬ 
clusions to bring them together into one. 

We must answer this question with a distinction. For on the one hand the 
argument is compelling, and on the other hand the conclusion seems to go 
beyond the premises. To begin with, the argument is compelling. For the 
Word is the Son. But the Son is from the Father, and the Father is light and 
love; therefore the Word is from light and love. Again, the Holy Spirit hears 
and accepts from the Father and the Son; this he cannot do without hear¬ 
ing and accepting the Word emanating from light and love, for God is sim¬ 
ple. On the other hand, the argument seems to go beyond the premises. 
For the conclusion introduces an analysis and an explanation, for it con¬ 
ceives the Word as emanating from light, so that it suggests a similarity with 
a true judgment that proceeds from the grasp of evidence; likewise it con¬ 
ceives the Holy Spirit who hears and accepts the Word that emanates from 
light and love, so that it suggests a similarity with a moral act of the will that 
proceeds from a true value judgment. But we have already acknowledged 
that John thinks globally, not analytically, and that he understands things 
that are connected which, however, he does not distinguish and order in 
such a way as to say that one arises from the other. One who proceeds glo¬ 
bally easily acknowledges that the Son depends upon the Father, just as one 
easily acknowledges that the devil is the father of lies and of murder. How¬ 
ever, this global dependency changes to analytic dependency When one 
concludes that the Son depends upon the Father as a word depends upon 
light. 

Still, we do not feel that these are so incompatible as to destroy the valid¬ 
ity of the argument. Whoever concludes to a psychological analogy from 
the Johannine writings is surely adding an analysis that John did not carry 
out. But this very analysis is of things that John knew and taught in his own 
way. This seems to be clear from what has already been said. Therefore we 
refer the reader to our conclusion above: John was not completely ignorant 
of the fact that every person who is certain or doubts, who is truthful or lies, 
who is upright or immoral, is experiencing something within himself or 
herself; John expressed this experience in his own way, and did so in a con¬ 
text about preaching and hearing the word of the gospel, in the context 
both of the mission of the Son and the mission of the Holy Spirit. For this 
reason, since all these things were not said offhand but constitute a princi- 
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Quae cum ita sint, eiusmodi conclusio dicenda esse videtur analogia psy- 
chologica, cuius praemissae non explicite in textu ponantur, sed exercite 
adsint in mente auctoris et ab eodem declarantur neque analytice neque 
technice sed modo turn communi turn symbolico. 
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pal theme of both the Fourth Gospel and the First Letter, we can hardly dis- 
' regard them when seeking an understanding of the divine Word. 

This being so, this sort of conclusion, it seems, must be said to be a psy¬ 
chological analogy whose premises are not found explicitly in the text, but 
are actively present in the mind of the author and expressed by him, not an¬ 
alytically or technically, but in both an ordinary and a symbolic way. 
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Praefatio (1961) 1 


Quae doctrinae trinitariae sunt capita principalia, hisce paginis secundum 
viam analyticam exponuntur. Ea autem quae ad viam syntheticam perti¬ 
nent iam alibi diximus, 2 ubi etiam fusius narratur quid inter viam analyti¬ 
cam viamque syntheticam intercedat. 3 E quibus tamen videtur non nulla 
quasi excerpere hicque repetere. 

Viae ergo analyticae sunt et proprium initium, et proprius processus, et 
proprius terminus. Initium quidem in genere est quae priora sunt quoad 
nos, in theologia autem quae in verbo Dei scripto et tradito continentur. 
-Processus autem in genere est secundum principia communia, in theologia 
autem secundum ea quae quasi statim innotescunt rationi per fidem illus- 
tratae. Terminus denique est ipsa rerum intelligentia, seu per causas cogni- 
tio, ut scilicet innotescant quae priora sunt quoad se rerumque principia 
propria; 4 qui quidem terminus eatenus in theologia attingitur quatenus ad 
imperfectam illam mysteriorum intelligentiam pervenitur quam laudavit c. 
Vaticanum (db 1796), perfecta autem haberi non potest nisi per immedi- 
atam Dei visionem. 


4 Propria sunt principia quae in perspecta rei essentia fundantur; communia 
autem quae in ratione entis fundantur et ad omnia pariter entia applicantur. 
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Preface, DeDeo Trino: 
Pars Analytica (1961) 1 


In these pages we are presenting the main headings of the doctrine of the 
Trinity according to the analytic way. We have already treated elsewhere 
those points that pertain to the synthetic way, 2 , where we gave a lengthy 
account of the difference between the analytic and the synthetic ways. 3 Still, 
it seems good to repeat some of them here. 

The analytic way, therefore, has its proper starting point, its proper pro¬ 
cess, and its proper end-point. Its startingpoint is in general whatever is prior 
with respect to us, which in theology is the written word of God and tradition. 
In general it proceeds according to common principles, but in theology it goes 
according to what are more or less immediately known by reason enlight¬ 
ened by faith. Its end-point is the understanding of things, knowing things 
through their causes, so as to know what are prior with respect to themselves 
and the proper principles of things. 4 In theology this end-point is reached 
insofar as one arrives at the imperfect understanding of the mysteries that 
Vatican I speaks of (DB 1796, ds 3016, ND 132), whereas a perfect understand¬ 
ing of them can only be had through the immediate vision of God. 

1 This preface was replaced in 1964 by the preface and introduction given 
above at pp. 2-27. 

2 Bernard Lonergan, Divinarum personarum conceptio analogica (Rome: Grego¬ 
rian University Press, 1957 . 1959 )- 

3 Ibid., pp. 7-51. [Lonergan is referring to the entire first chapter. See Bernard 
Lonergan, The Triune God: Systemati.es, chapter 1, along with corresponding 
sections in appendix 4, pp. 742-61.] 

4 Proper principles are those that are grounded in the understanding of the 
essence of a thing; common principles are those that are grounded in the for¬ 
mality of being and apply to all beings alike. 
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Via haec analytica etiam via resolutionis nominatur, via inventionis, via his- 
torica. Et resolutionis 5 quidem dicitur, quia priora quoad nos resolvit in ea 
quae sunt priora quoad se; ita in re trinitaria incipitur a missionibus divinis, 
de quibus explicite et abunde in ipso NT narratur, proceditur autem ad con- 
substantialitatem Filii definiendam (DB 54), divinitatem Spiritus sancti (DB 
86), formulam de tribus personis unius substantiae (db 39), processionem 
Spiritus sancti ab utroque (DB 691), ipsumque mysterium proprie dictum (DB 
1816); quae quidem omnia ipsam SS. Trinitatem in se respiciunt. 


Inventionis etiam dicitur quatenus hac via primo inventa sunt priora 
quoad se. Ubi tamen inter caeteras scientias et theologiam illud intercedit 
quod in caeteris habetur inventio simpliciter dicta, in theologia autem 
nulla est inventio legitima nisi quae explicite exponit quod iam in ipsis rev- 
elatis implicite continebatur (db 1800). 

Historica praeterea dicitur haec via quatenus non quamlibet inven- 
tioneni narrat sed earn tantummodo quae ab auctore determinate, sub tal- 
ibus adiunctis, propter has rationes re vera est facta. Qui sane aspectus 
histdricus longe maius momentum in theologia habet quam in aliis scien- 
tiis. In iis enim nisi via synthetica non docetur ipsa scientia; quae autem ad 
historiam scientiae pertinent, ad disciplinam quandam auxiliarem religan- 
tur, neque’in ipsa schola physica, chimica, biologica, psychologica, oeco- 
nomica, etc., adhibentur nisi per modum introductionis vel exemplorum. 
In theologia autem longe aliter res se habet. 

Cuius quidem ratio triplici exponitur gressu. Nam in primis quae divini- 
tus sunt revelata quid implicite contineant, non cuiusvis est iudicare, sed 
eius qui sapientiam huic revelationi proportionatam habet. Qui sane nemo 
alius esse potest nisi qui Deus est. Quale deinde sit hoc divinum iudicium, 
non exegetarum diligentiae vel philosophorum acumini relinquitur deter- 
minandum, sed magisterio ecclesiae traditur, ‘cuius est iudicare de vero 
sensu et interpretatione scripturarum sanctarum’ (db 1786). At tertio mag- 
isterium hoc exercetur temporum decursu etdata occasione; unde commu- 
nius factum est ut contra haereticos determinata sint dogmata, etsi 
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This analytic way is also called the way of resolution, the way of discovery, 
and the historical way. It is called the way of resolution 5 because it resolves 
what are prior with respect to us into what are prior with respect to them¬ 
selves. Accordingly, trinitarian theology begins from the divine missions, 
which are explicidy and abundantiy narrated in the New Testament, pro¬ 
ceeds to defining the consubstantiality of the Son (db 54, ds 125, nd 7), the 
divinity of the Holy Spirit (db 86, ds 150, nd 305), the formula of the three 
persons of one substance (db 39, ds 75 , nd 16), the procession of the Holy 
Spirit from both Father and Son (db 691, ds 1300-1302, nd 322-24), and 
determining that this is a mystery in the proper sense (db 1816, ds 3160); all 
of these truths regard the Trinity in itself. 

It is called the way of discovery inasmuch as by this way are first found 
those things that are prior with respect to themselves. Here, however, there 
is this difference between theology and the other sciences, that in the oth¬ 
ers there is discovery simply so called, whereas in theology there is no legit¬ 
imate discovery except that which explicitly brings to light what is already 
implicitly contained in the very data of revelation (db 1800, ds 3020, nd 
136). 

It is called the historical way in that it relates not any discovery but only 
that which has in fact been made by a particular author, under such and 
such circumstances, and for stated reasons. This historical aspect has cer¬ 
tainly far greater importance in theology than in other sciences. For in the 
case of other sciences, the science itself is taught only in the synthetic way; 
all that pertains to the history of the science is relegated to an auxiliary dis¬ 
cipline and is mentioned in lectures on physics, chemistry, biology, psychol¬ 
ogy, economics, and so on, only as an introduction or an illustration. In 
theology, however, the matter is far different. 

The reason for this we explain in three steps. First, it does not belong to 
anyone at all to judge what is implicitly contained in divine revelation, but 
to one who has wisdom that is commensurate with this revelation. This can 
surely be none other than God. Next, what God’s judgment is in this regard 
is not left to the diligence of exegetes or the acumen of philosophers to 
determine, but is entrusted to the magisterium of the church, ‘whose func¬ 
tion it is to judge concerning the true meaning and interpretation of the 
sacred scriptures’ (db 1786, DS 3005, nd 114). Thirdly, however, the magis¬ 
terium exercises this function over time and as occasion warrants; hence 


5 Caeterum resolutio idem latine dicit quod graece analysis. 


5 The Latin word resolutio corresponds to the Greek avtitoau;. 
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interdum etiam advenerit quod ipse veritatis amor sine stimulo oppositi 
erroris ad definitionem de fide promulgandam conduxit. Modus ergo quo 
exercetur magisterium historicus est, turn obiective quatenus intra proces- 
sum historicum iacent sive ortae haereses, sive earum refutatio et condem- 
natio, sive oppositae veritatis defmitio, sive etiam purus ilie veritatis amor 
qui sine stimulo oppositi erroris ad definitiones interdum conducit, turn 
etiam subjective quatenus haec omnia methodo historica investigantur. 
Quod si historicus est modus quo exercetur magisterium, historicus pariter 
est modus quo determinatur quid implicite contineant quae divinitus reve- 
lata ecclesiae custodienda sunt tradita (db 1800). 


Qualis autem sit haec historia etquemadmodum investigetur, vel breviter 
est dicendum. Et in primis earn constat esse et doctrinalem et sacram: doc- 
trinalem quidem quia ex revelatis ad dogmata decurrit; sacram autem quia 
ipse hie processus ita divina providentia atque assistentia speciali guberna- 
tur ut in rebus fidei et morum ecclesia reddatur infallibilis (db 1839). 

Quatenus autem doctrinalis est haec historia, ad earn investigandam ita 
omnino requiruntur ut tamen minime sufficiant omnes regulae omniaque 
praecepta quibus conformari oportet verum opus historicum. Nam eatenus 
historicus materiam colligere, seligere, ordinare, iudicare potest, quatenus 
ipsam rem quam tractat intelligit; et ideo quantumvis sit in arte historica 
versatus, nisi ipse est mathematicus matheseos historiam conscribere min¬ 
ime valet, nisi chemicus chemiae historiam, nisi biologus biologiae histo¬ 
riam, nisi medicus medicinae historiam, et sic de aliis omnibus; secus de iis 
loquitur quae ignorat, et perpetuo ipse suam manifestat ignorantiam. 

Quod si in historia doctrinal! componenda maior quaedam invenitur exi- 
gentia, illud tamen praetereundum non est quod ipsa haec exigentia quasi 
clavem totius investigationis praebet. Quia enim mathematicus (et idem 
cogita de physico, chemico, biologo, medico, etc.) scientiam suam per- 
spectafn atque exploratam habet, facillime ea colligit quae ad historiam 
conscribendam faciunt, nam statim perspicit in singulis quae considerat 
datis quid ad mathesin pertineat, etsi hoc alteri obscurum et dubium videa- 
tur, et quid non pertineat, etsi contrarium alteri evidentissimum reputare- 
tur. Neque tantum in materiis colligendis sed etiam in iis ordinandis valde 
prodest rei intelligentia. Nam qui doctrinam intelligit, sane perspicit quem- 
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what more usually happens is that dogmas are formulated in response to 
some heresy, although it sometimes also happens that the love of truth itself 
leads to the promulgation of a definition of faith without the incentive to 
condemn the opposite error. The magisterium, therefore, is exercised in a 
historical way, both objectively and subjectively. (1) It is historical, objec¬ 
tively speaking, inasmuch as the heresies that arise, their refutation and 
condemnation, the definition of the opposite truth, and even that pure 
love of truth that sometimes leads to definitions without having been insti¬ 
gated by an opposite error, all lie within the historical process. (2) It is his¬ 
torical, subjectively speaking, inasmuch as all of the above are investigated 
by the historical method. But if it is in a historical way that the the magiste¬ 
rium is exercised, it is likewise in a historical way that what is implicitly con¬ 
tained in the divine revelation entrusted to the church comes to be 
determined (db 1800, ds 3020, nd 136). 

The nature of this history and how it is investigated can be briefly stated. 
First, it is clearly doctrinal and sacred: doctrinal, because it is proceeds from 
revelation to dogmas; sacred, because this very process itself is so governed 
by the special assistance of divine providence that the church is rendered 
infallible in matters of faith and morals (db 1839, ds 3074, nd 839). 

But inasmuch as this history is doctrinal, it must have as a minimum 
requirement all the rules and precepts to which a genuine historical work 
must conform. For historians are able to collect, select, order, and judge 
the relevant material insofar as they understand the subject they are inves¬ 
tigating. Hence, however skilled in the art of history one may be, no one but 
a mathematician can write a history of mathematics, no one but a chemist 
can write a history of chemistry, no one but a biologist can write a history of 
biology, no one but a physician can write a history of medicine, and so for 
all the other sciences; otherwise they are speaking of things of which they 
are ignorant, and go on manifesting their ignorance. 

But if in writing a history of doctrine more than competence in historiog¬ 
raphy is needed, one must nevertheless not overlook the fact that this very 
need provides the key, so to speak, to the entire investigation. For because 
mathematicians (and likewise physicists, chemists, biologists, physicians, 
and so on) have a thorough knowledge and understanding of their science, 
they can very readily collect what is needed for writing its history, for they 
immediately grasp what pertains to mathematics in the particular data they 
are examining, even though this may seem unclear and dubious to others, 
and they also grasp what does not pertain to it, even though the contrary 
might appear to be perfectly obvious to others. And it is not only in collect- 
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admodum omnia eiusdem elementa inter se cohaereant, quid singulis 
opponatur, quid sequeretur ubi hoc vel illud elementum adhuc ignorare- 
tur. At quae vera sunt circa doctrinam in facto esse, veritatem suam non 
amittunt ubi de eadem doctrina in fieri agitur; et ideo qui in sua scientia 
vere peritus est, non secundum placita positivistica in solis atque nudis datis 
historicis eorundem ordinationem quaerit, sed velit nolit ex ipsa scientia 
perspecta atque explorata iam virtualiter cognoscit quemadmodum et quo- 
tupliciter eiusdem scientiae genesis procedere potuisset. 6 


At non solum doctrinalis sed etiam sacra est historia de qua agitur; quod 
quanti sit momenti statim dicendum est. Iam vero omnia quae umquam ab 
hominibus vel dicta vel facta sunt, divinae providentiae subduntur eiusdem- 
que intentione reguntur; sed in caeteris qualis sit intentio haec, nisi modo 
quodam maxime generali dicere non possumus; in historia autem doctri- 
nali et sacra tollitur haec obscuritas, si quidem Deus, qui mala non permittit 
nisi ut meliora fiant, sane haereses malas non vult sed permittit tantum, 
easque ideo permittit ut oriantur maiora ilia bona quae in ecclesiae dogma- 
tibus consistunt, quaeque reddunt explidta quae in revelatis nisi implicite 
non adsunt. Quae cum itasint, facile perspicis hanc historiam, sicut facilius 
materiam suam colligit et accuratius eandem ordinat quia doctrinalis est, 
ita etiam quia sacra est omnia sua iudicia turn de veritate turn de valore 
securius proferre. 

Diximus ergo nos hisce paginis doctrinae trinitariae capita principalia 
exponere secundum viam analyticam. Quae quidem via in genere (1) e pri- 
oribus quoad nos incipit, (2) secundum principia communia procedit, et 
(3) ad ipsam rerum intelligentiam pertingit. Eadem autem via in theologia 
(l) e verbo Dei scripto et tradito incipit, (2) per rationem fide illustratam 
procedit, et (3) ad imperfectam quandam mysteriorum intelligentiam per¬ 
tingit. Sed eiusdem rationis fide illustratae est perspicere, quid verbum Dei 
implicite contineat non per aliam sapientiam iudicari nisi divinam, neque 
hoc iudicium divinum per aliud medium nobis innotescere nisi per eccle¬ 
siae magisterium, neque ecclesiae magisterium aliter exercere nisi intra his¬ 
toriam et sub conditionibus historicis, neque hanc historiam, quippe et 
doctrinalem et sacram, perpetuis subiacere dubiis et perpetuo renovatis 
indigere tentaminibus, sed quae propria ei sunt et facilius colligi et accura¬ 
tius ordinari et securius iudicari posse. 





I 


ing the material but also in ordering it that an understanding of the matter 
is extremely helpful. For those who understand a doctrine surely grasp how 
its various elements fit together, what is opposed to each of them, and what 
the consequences would be if one or other element were still unknown. But 
all the true elements of a doctrine that is now complete do not lose their 
truth when the development of that doctrine is being discussed; and there¬ 
fore those who are truly well versed in their own science do not, as the pos¬ 
itivists would have it, seek the order among the elements in the mere data 
alone, but necessarily, from their thorough knowledge and understanding 
of the science itself, already virtually know how and in how many ways the 
development of that science was able to proceed. 6 

But the history of which we are speaking is not only doctrinal but also 
sacred. We must now state what this is and how important it is. Now, all that 
human beings have ever said or done falls under divine providence and is 
governed by its intention. In other matters, however, we are able to say only 
in a very general way what this intention is; but regarding history that is doc¬ 
trinal and sacred, this obscurity vanishes, since God, who tolerates evil only 
in order that good may come forth, surely does not will the evil of heresies 
but merely allows them to be, and therefore allows them so that there may 
emerge those greater goods that consist in the dogmas of the church, which 
make explicit what is found only implicitly in the sources of revelation. And 
so you may readily understand that this history, as it collects its material 
more easily and orders it more accurately because it is doctrinal, so also 
because it is sacred is able more securely to deliver all its judgments with 
respect to both their truth and their importance. 

We have said, then, that in these pages we are expounding the main 
points of the doctrine of the Trinity according to the analytic way. Generally 
speaking, of course, this way (1) begins from what are prior with respect to 
us, (2) proceeds according to common principles, and (3) attains an under¬ 
standing of things. In theology this way (1) begins from the word of God in 
scripture and tradition, (2) proceeds by way of reason enlightened by faith, 
and (3) attains an imperfect understanding of the mysteries. But it belongs 
to this same enlightened reason to grasp that what the word of God implic¬ 
itly contains is judged by no other wisdom except the divine, that this divine 
judgment is made known to us only through the magisterium of the 
church, that the magisterium of the church performs its task in no other 
way than within history and under historical conditions, and that this his- 

6 On the nature and truth of interpretation, see Lonergan, Insight, chapter 17. 
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Quern viae analyticae conceptum nihil aliud dicere arbitror quam quod 
iam per saecula et dicunt et faciunt theologi. Suam enim doctrinam e 
sacra scriptura accipiunt, non qualitercumque intellecta sed prout ab 
ecclesia et intellecta est et intelligitur. E Patribus suam accipiunt doctri¬ 
nam, non tamen prout Patres de qualibet re disserunt, neque prout unus 
alterve privatam quandam emittit opinionem, sed prout omnes moraliter 
unanimes docent. E theologis in ecclesia laudatis suam accipiunt doctri¬ 
nam, neque tamen alia lege quam a Patribus. E magisterio denique suam 
accipiunt doctrinam, eoque utuntur tamquam ultima quadam atque infal- 
libili in omnibus regula. Sed e quattuor fontibus doctrinam accipientes, 
non quattuor accipiunt doctrinas sed unam. E fontibus per viginti fere 
dispersis saecula, et unoquoque ad modum sui temporis loquerite unum 
tamen in omnibus discernunt sensum, unam sententiam, idem dogma. 
Praeter multiplicitatem ergo agnoscitur unitas et praeter diversitatem 
agnoscitur identitas. Quemadmodum vero consistant mutuoque cohaere- 
ant et ordinate per modum inquisitionis unius investigari possint quae 
agnoscuntur et unitas et identitas, illud dicere voluimus cum viam analyti- 
cam atque theologicam descripserimus tamquam historiam et doctrina- 
lem et sacram . 7 


Quae tamen analytica via non tota est theologia sed pars; nam etiam exis- 
tit via synthetica quae quidem ordine inverso procedit. Ei enim initium est 
ilia mysteriorum intelligentia ad quam termiriatur via analytica. Ei processus 
est secundum principia non solum communia sed etiam propria. Ei termi¬ 
nus est ipsum verbum Dei scriptum et traditum, non iam prout solo auditu 
accipitur, sed prout ea intelligentia, scientia, sapientia apprehenditur quas 


7 In quantum theologia biblica concipitur, non ut theologiae traditionali 
opposita, sed tamquam pars eius, ad hanc historiam doctrinalem et sacram 
pertinet; ut tamen cum ea integrari possit, praerequiritur ut intelligantur turn 
quid intercedat inter conscientiam seu mentalitatem indifferentiatam et 
differentiatam turn quemadmodum ex ilia in hanc procedatur tarn ex parte 
subiecti quam ex parte obiecti. Quae quidem ab iis parum perspici videntur 
qui de ‘categoriis’ biblicis loquuntur quasi singularibus prorsus. 
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tory, being both doctrinal and sacred, is subject to continual doubts and 
requires continually renewed efforts, yet is able to collect more easily, order 
more accurately, and judge more securely all that pertains to it. 

In my opinion, this concept of the analytic way simply states what theolo¬ 
gians have been saying and doing down through the centuries. They take 
their doctrine from sacred scripture, understanding scripture not in any 
way whatsoever but as it has been understood and still is understood in the' 
church. They take their doctrine from the Fathers, not, however, accord¬ 
ing to what the Fathers say about anything at all, nor according to some 
personal opinion expressed by one or other of them, but according to the 
morally unanimous teaching of all of them. They take their doctrine from 
the theologians who are highly regarded in the church, and they do so 
according to the same norm as with the Fathers. Finally, they take their 
doctrine from the magisterium and use it as an ultimate infallible rule in 
all matters. They take their doctrine from four sources, but take not four 
doctrines, but only one. From sources spread over the course of twenty 
centuries, each one speaking in the manner of its own time, they still dis¬ 
cern in all of them one meaning, one proposition, one dogma. Over and 
above multiplicity, therefore, unity is acknowledged, and over and above 
diversity identity is acknowledged. We have preferred not to speak about 
how this acknowledged unity and identity are all consistent and mutually 
coherent and can be investigated by way of a single inquiry until we have 
described the theological analytic way as history that is doctrinal and 
sacred . 7 

However, this analytic way is only a part of theology, not the whole of it. 
For there also exists the synthetic way, which proceeds in the inverse order. 
Its starting point is that understanding of the mysteries at which the analytic 
way terminates. proceeds according to principles that are not only common 
but also proper. Its end-point is the word of God itself in scripture and tradi¬ 
tion, no longer as received by hearing alone, but as apprehended by that 
understanding, knowledge, and wisdom that are made to grow and increase 

7 Insofar as biblical theology is conceived, not as opposed to traditional theol¬ 
ogy but as a part of it, it belongs to this sacred doctrinal history. Still, in order 
that it can be integrated with it, it is necessary to understand first both the 
difference between an undifferentiated consciousness or mentality and one 
that is differentiated and the manner of the process from the former to the 
latter, on the side of the subject as well as on the side of the object. Those 
who speak of biblical ‘categories’ as if they were quite special seem to have lit¬ 
tle understanding of this. 
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crescere atque augeri fecit idem Dei verbum divino auxilio explicatum et 
magisterio ecclesia declaratum . 8 

Quae quidem synthetica via etiam compositionis dicitur, etvia doctrinae, 
et theoretica seu speculativa. Et compositionis est quatenus ex prioribus 
quoad se componit ea quae sunt priora quoad nos; ita verbi causa orditur 
ex analogia psychologica ad processiones divinas concipiendas, deinde e 
processionibus ut relationes concipiat, tertio e relationibus ut personas, 
earundem proprietates, actusque notionales concipiat, quarto per additum 
terminum ad extra convenientem missiones concipit, de quibus abunde 
tractat nt ea affirmans quae sunt priora quoad nos . 9 

Eadem via dicitur doctrinae quia per earn turn summa efficacia turn max¬ 
ima claritate totius rei intelligentia theologica communicatur. Quae enim 
secundum fieri vel conceptuum vel nexuum vel complexionis totius in via 
analytica narrantur, eadem omnia, prout motu peracto iam in facto esse 
inveniuntur, in via synthetica proprio ordine scientifico declarantur. 

Eadem denique dicitur via theoretica seu speculativa, quia ex prioribus 
quoad se incipit et secundum principia propria procedit, quae quidem nisi 
a doctis non intelliguntur et nisi a docilibus non addiscuntur, sed tamen et 
docilibus promittit et doctis confert ut per modum unius contemplari pos- 
sint illam veritatem intelligibilem, quae secus iis non esset nisi acervus 
quidam veritatum quas neque ordo unit neque intelligibilitas illuminat. 

Quantum vero inter se different via analytica et via synthetica, iam mani- 
festum esse arb'itror. Aliud enim est resolvere, et aliud componere; aliud est 
invenire, et aliud inventa docere; aliud est inventionis historiam per- 


9 Quamvis cognitionis scientificae differentia specifica ex intelligentia repeta- 
tur, omnis tamen intelligendi actus per conceptus proportionates sese 
exprimit eosque terminis propriis declarat unde, positis terminis, innotescunt 
principia et, positis principiis, sequuntur conclusiones. Quam ob causam, 
convenienter tota quaedam structura scientifica ad propriam suam conceptu- 
alizationem ( Begrijjsbildung) reducitur. Unde et ulterius colligitur in via ana¬ 
lytica principaliter ad conceptuum genesin esse attendendum ipsamque hanc 
genesin imprimis esse iustificandam seu qua legitimam probandam. 
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by the same word of God explained through divine assistance and declared 
by the magisterium of the church . 8 

This synthetic way is also called the way of composition, the way of teach¬ 
ing, and the theoretical or speculative way. It is the way of composition in 
that it puts together what are prior with respect to us from what are prior 
with respect to themselves. Thus, for example, beginning from the psycho¬ 
logical analogy, it proceeds to conceive the divine processions, next it goes 
from the processions to conceive the relations, thirdly it goes from the rela¬ 
tions to conceive the persons, their properties, and their notional acts, and 
fourthly, by the addition of an appropriate external term it conceives the 
missions, about which the New Testament abundantly teaches in affirming 
what are prior with respect to us . 9 

The synthetic way is called the way of teaching because through it the 
theological understanding of an entire subject is communicated with the 
greatest degree of effectiveness and clarity. For everything that the analytic 
way relates concerning the development of concepts or of nexuses or of an 
entire complex, the synthetic way expounds in a proper scientific order 
according as it finds them now complete, their development concluded. 1 

This same way is called the theoretical or speculative way because it 
begins from what are prior with respect to themselves and proceeds accord¬ 
ing to proper principles, which indeed are not understood except by those 
who are learned, and which are not learned except by those who are teach¬ 
able. Still, it promises the teachable and grants to the learned the ability to 
contemplate as a unity that intelligible truth which otherwise would be for 
them but a congeries of truths united by no order and illuminated by no 
intelligibility. 

I think the difference between the analytic and the synthetic ways is now 
quite clear. For to take apart is one thing, and another to put together; to 
discover is one thing, and another to explain one’s discovery; to examine 

8 See Lonergan, Divinarumpersonarum conceptio analogica 23-28. [See Lonergan, 
The Triune God: Systematic 66-77.] 

9 Although it is understanding that specifically differentiates scientific knowl¬ 
edge, every act of understanding expresses itself in proportionate concepts 
and clearly formulates them in proper terms, from which, when the terms 
are posited, the principles become known, and when the principles are pos¬ 
ited, the conclusions follow. Thus, an entire scientific structure is in an 
appropriate way reduced to its proper conceptualizaton {Begrijjsbildung). 
Hence it also follows that in the analytic way attention is to be given princi¬ 
pally to the genesis of concepts, and this genesis itself is above all to be justi¬ 
fied, that is, proven to be legitimate. 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 



698 Appendix I: Praefatio (1961) 


scrutrari, et aliud est ad earn contendere contemplationem quae totius 
negotii percipit fructum . 10 Quod si distinctae sunt hae viae, eas sane licet 
non perraiscere et confundere; quinimo, non sine utilitate semel eas seor- 
sum tradi videtur . 11 

At huius utilitatis disceptatio longius a nostra materia in totam metho- 
dum theologicam investigandam traheret. Lectori ergo ut sufficiat petimus 
quid fecerimus persipicere, cur autem ita processerimus aliunde quaerere. 


10 Notate utriusque viae idem esse obiectum, quod quidem per imperfectam 
illam mysteriorum intelligentiam (DB 1796) attingitur. Hoc enim etviae ana- 
lyticae est finis et terminus, et viae syntheticae est initium atque principium. 
Quod sane obiectum theologiae proprium est. Unde concludes quam graviter 
errent qui opinentur theologiam neque proprio obiecto definiri neque pro¬ 
prium quendam campum possidere sed tantummodo propter finem vel 
practicum vel nullum studia philosophies, biblica, conciliaria, patristica, 
mediaevalia, recentiora invadere, iuxtaponere, commiscere, imo forte con¬ 
fundere atque corrumpere. Unde et ulterius concludes studia biblica eatenus 
ad historiam doctrinalem et sacram pertinere et partem viae analyticae con- 
stituere quatenus ad obiectum theologiae proprium attingendum et ordinan- 
tur et regulantur. 

11 Quare, ex iis quae hie facimus minime concludere licet nos vel supponere vel 
docere neque licite neque utiliter fieri posse ut via synthetica invertatur et 
tamquam viae analyticae continuatio proponatur. 
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the history of a discovery is one thing, and another to strive for that contem¬ 
plation which brings the entire enterprise to fruition . 10 But if these two 
ways are distinct, we must certainly not mix or confuse them; indeed, it 
seems that there is some advantage in presenting them once separately . 11 

But a discussion of this usefulness would draw us away from the matter at 
hand to an investigation of the entire method of theology. We ask, there¬ 
fore, that it suffice for the reader to understand what we have been doing, 
and to ask elsewhere why we have proceeded in this way. 


10 Note that both ways have the same object, which is attained through the 
imperfect understanding of the mysteries (db 1796, ds 3016, nd 132). For this 
is the end and term of the analytic way, and the beginning and principle of 
the synthetic way. This is surely the proper object of theology. From this you 
may understand how seriously wrong those are who think that theology is nei¬ 
ther defined by a proper object nor occupies a field of its own, but only for a 
practical purpose or for none invades, juxtaposes, mixes, indeed perhaps 
even confuses and corrupts philosophical, biblical, conciliar, patristic, medi¬ 
eval, and contemporary studies. Hence you may also conclude that biblical 
studies belong to the sacred history of doctrine and constitute part of the ana¬ 
lytic way insofar as they are ordered and directed towards attaining the proper 
object of theology. 

11 Hence from what we are doing here one may by no means conclude that we 
suppose or teach that it can be neither licit nor useful for the synthetic way to 
be inverted and proposed as a continuation of the analytic way. 
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Antequam ipsas theses dogmaticas aggrederemur, praemittenda esse duxi- 
mus quae respiciunt turn (l) symbolicam SS. Trinitatis repraesentationem, 
turn (2) haereses paulo accuratius formulatas, turn (3) imperfectionem 
quae 2 dicitur concipiendi et loquendi modum a scriptoribus christianis et 
antenicaenis adhibitum. 

Symbolicas quidem repraesentationes turn magis sobrias ex ludaeo-chris- 
tianis illustravimus, turn minus ex Gnosticis aliisque sectis. Haereses autem 
enumeravimus turn antiquiores Adoptionistarum, Patripassianorum, Sabel- 
lianorum, turn posteriores ex sententiis vel arianis vel afFinibus oriundas. 
Quod denique crimen subordinationismi scriptoribus antenicaenis inferri 
solet, ita distinximus ut propius ipsa auctorum mens intelligi possit et evol- 
ventis tunc theologiae cursus; cuius quasi graviora momenta ex Tertulliano 
praecipue et ex Origene illustranda duximus. 

Quae tamen omnia, ut fini theologico inservire possent, componenda 
quodammodo atque in unitatem redigenda erant. Iam vero quod turn 
dogma nicaenum turn subsequentia fecit, verbum Dei erat qua verum. 
Neque tunc operari incepit hoc verbum quando concilia oecumenica con- 
gregabantur, sed ab ipsis initiis iam operabatur, ut scilicet (1) e culturis 
hebraica et graeca formaret tertiam, novam et christianam, ut (2) problem- 
ata hermeneutica ex ipsis scripturis orta clarius perspicerentur et pedeten- 
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Introductory Note to Prolegomena 

(1961) 1 


Before proceeding to these dogmatic theses, we think that some prelimi¬ 
nary remarks should be made concerning (1) symbolic representation of 
the Holy Trinity, (2) heresies that are somewhat inaccurately formulated, 
and (3) the so-called imperfection that is the ante-Nicene Christian writers’ 
way of thinking, and speaking. 

We have given examples of both the more sober symbolic representa¬ 
tions made by the Judeo-Christians and the less sober ones by Gnostics and 
other sects. We have set forth both the earlier heresies, those of the Adop- 
tionists, the Patripassians, the Sabellians, and the later heresies that arose 
from the opinions of the Arians or those related to them. Finally, regarding 
the charge of subordinationism often brought against ante-Nicene authors, 
we have made a distinction so that the mind of those authors and the ongo¬ 
ing progress of theology at that time might be better understood. We have 
decided that the more serious instances of this, especially those of Tertul- 
lian and also those of Origen, should be presented. 

In order that all of these matters might serve the purpose of theology, it 
was necessary to bring them together somehow and present them in a uni¬ 
fied way. Now, the dogma of Nicea and subsequent dogmas are the work of 
the word of God as true. And this word did not begin to work when the ecu¬ 
menical councils were in session, but was already at work from the very 
beginning, so that (1) a new third Christian culture was formed out of the 
Hebraic and Greek cultures, (2) the hermeneutical problems arising from 


1 [See above, p. 29, note 1.] 
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tim solverentur, ut (3) opiniones philosophicae et erroneae vel stoicismo 
vel platonismo affines detegerentur et saltern quoad consequentias theo- 
logicas eliminarentur, ut (4) in plena luce collocarentur quae magis funda- 
mentalia sunt in notione Dei et biblica et Christiana, ut (5) aptissimis 
denique formulis exprimeretur quod semper et ab omnibus de Patre, de 
Filio, de Spiritu sancto sentiebatur. 


scripture were more dearly grasped and gradually solved, (3) the errone¬ 
ous philosophical positions related to Stoicism or Platonism were detected 
and at least their consequences for theology eliminated, (4) the more fun¬ 
damental aspects of the biblical and Christian idea of God were brought to 
light, and (5) what had been held at all times and by all concerning the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit were expressed in the most apposite 
formulas. 
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i 1961, pp. 120-21 (see above, pp. 266-67, §6) 

6 Parum differt quod ab R. Bultmann eiusque docetur sequacibus. Quid sit 
iudaismus, christianismus, gnosticismus, problemata sunt et quidem scien- 
tifice solvenda. A positivistica tamen scientiae notione eatenus receditur 
quatenus agnosci debet praevia quaedam ipsius conditionis humanae intel- 
ligentia. Quale enim est subiectum quod quaestiones historicas ponit, talis 
etiam est horizon intra quern omnia apprehendit et quaestionibus respon- 
det. At praeviam hanc intelligentiam nisi philosophicam non vult Bult¬ 
mann, et caeteris meliorem iudicat earn a M. Heidegger elaboratam. 
Quibus positis, quatenus scientificus est, vt et nt ita phenomena simpli- 
citer humana iudicat, ut nt non solum a vt dependent sed etiam non 
pauca a gnosticismo mutuaverit quo efficacius inter Gentiles propagaretur; 
quorum quidem alia respiciunt cosmica et eschatologica, alia autem ipsam 
redemptoris conceptionem, qui Films Patris figuratur e caelis descendens, 
nos e potentiis huius saeculi erepturus, in cognitionem veritatis et unitatem 
pneumaticam perducturus. 2 At non solum scientificus est Bultmann sed 
etiam fidelis, et qua talis christianismo ascribit experientiam quandam sin-. 
gularem, kerygmate evangelico mediatam, in qua fidelibus conceditur rev- 
elatio quaedam, non verorum de Deo, sed Dei. 
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Small Variations from the 1961 Text 1 


1 1961, pp^ 120-21 (see above, pp. 266-67, §6) 

6 There is little difference between R. Bultmann’s teaching and that of his 
followers. For them, Judaism, Christianity, and gnosticism are . problems, 
problems to be solved scientifically. Yet the more one has to acknowlege 
some prior understanding of the human condition, the more one is led to 
abandon a positivistic notion of science. For the kind of person one is who 
asks historical questions will determine the horizon within which that per¬ 
son apprehends everything and answers questions. But Bultmann rejects all 
such prior understanding except the philosophical, and considers that M. 
Heidegger has developed this understanding better than everyone else. On 
these premises, Bultmann, as a scientist, considers both the Old and the New 
Testaments as purely human phenomena, so that the New Testament not 
only depends upon the Old Testament but was also considerably changed by 
gnosticism in order to facilitate its acceptance among the Gentiles. Some of 
these changes have to do with cosmology and eschatology, others with the 
very concept of a redeemer, depicted as the Son of the Father, descending 
from heaven to rescue us from the powers- of this world and lead us to a 
knowledge of truth and spiritual union. 2 But Bultmann is not only a scientist 
but also a person of faith and as such attributes to Christianity a unique expe¬ 
rience, mediated by the preaching of the gospel, in which there is granted 
to the faithful a revelation, not of truths about God, but of God. 

1 There are five quite small variations of the text between 1961 and 1964. The 
earlier versions are given in this appendix.] 

2 R. Bultmann, Theologie des neuen Testaments {Tubingen 1953) 164-82. 
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2 1961, p. 132 (see above, pp. 290-91, note 43) 

Respondetur in NT dupliciter adhiberi nomen, Deus: uno modo, ut nomen 
personale Patris, et sic fere semper; 3 alio modo, ut nomen commune Patri et 
Filio, quod ita rare accidit ut in singulis casibus res sit probanda. Unde dis- 
tiriguitur: si in loco allato intelligitur, Deus, ut nomen personale Patris, nulla 
est difficultas, nam Filius non est Pater; si intelligitur ut nomen commune, 
tunc probatio est afferenda, quae quidem effici non potest, cum Deus ut 
nomen commune apud Ioannem dicatur de Filio, Io 1.1; 20.28; 1 Io 5.20. 


3 1961, p. 253 (see above, pp. 536-37, § 5) 

5 Quibus positis, habetur intentum. Nam Spiritus veritatis est Spiritus sanc- 
tus; qui ipse ab alio audito dependet; qui alius non solus Pater est sed etiam 
Filius. 

4 1961, p. 259 (see above, pp. 550-51, note 70) 

Quo in loco symbolice asseritur processio Spiritus sancti ex Patre et Filio. 
‘Deus’ enim pro Patre ponitur uti communiter in NT. ‘Agnus’ ex tota Apoc- 
alypsi significat Filium. ‘Sedes’ seu thronus duobus communis significat div- 
inam potestatem Patri Filioque communem. Verbum graece adhibitum est 
exrcopeveaGai et sequens praepositio est ex denotans originem. Quod vero 
Spiritus sanctus sub symbolo ‘fluvii aquae vitae’ repraesentatur ex multis 
concluditur. 4 
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2 1961, p. 132 (see above, pp. 290-91, note 43) 

[Objection] (c) John 17.3: that they may know you, the one true God, and 
Jesus Christ whom you have sent. 

In reply, we say that the word ‘God’ is used in two ways: (1) as the per¬ 
sonal name of the Father, and this is almost always the way it is used, 3 and 
(2) as a name common to the Father and the Son, which occurs so rarely 
that this meaning has to be verified in each case. Hence this distinction is to 
be made: if in the text quoted, ‘God’ is understood as the personal name of 
the Father, there is no problem, for the Son is not the Father; but if it is 
understood as the common name, then a proof must be presented, which 
indeed cannot be given, since ‘God’ as a common name in John is predi¬ 
cated of the Son in 1.1, 20.28, 1 John 5.20. 

3 1961, p. 253 (see above, pp. 536 - 37 , § 5 ) 

5 With this, we have made our point. For the Spirit of truth is the Holy 
Spirit, who himself depends upon another whom he has heard; and this 
other is not only the Father but also the Son. 

4 1961, p. 259 (see above, pp. 550-51., note 70) 

This text [Revelation 22.1] asserts symbolically the procession of the Holy 
Spirit from the Father and the Son. ‘God’ is the usual New Testament term 
for the Father. ‘Lamb’ throughout Revelation signifies the Son. ‘Throne’ 
signifies the divine power common to the Father and Son. The Greek verb 
translated as ‘flowing’ is ex7topei)eo0ai, and the preposition that follows, ex, 
denotes origin. It is the conclusion of many authorities that the Holy Spirit 
is represented under the symbol of‘river of water of life.’ 4 


3 On the name of God in the New Testament, see Karl Rahner, ‘Theos im Neuen 
Testament.’ 

4 See Jules Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite, 1,472-73, 531-33, 537-38. 
Alio, SaintJean: L'Apocalypse 326. Swete, The Apocalypse of StJohn 298. Jugie, De 
processione Spiritus sancti 48-55. H. Rahner, ‘Flumina de vente Christi, Die 
patrisdsche Auslegung von Joh. 7, 37.38.’ Menard, ‘L’interpretation patris- 
tique de jean, vii, 38.’ Stanley, * “ From His Heart Will Flow Rivers of Living 
Water” (Jn 7, 38).’ Gordillo, Compendium theologideorientalis 117-18. [For all 
but the first of these references, see above, p. 551, note 71, and p. 553, note 
73 J 
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5 1961, p. 279 (see above, pp. 588-89, note 13) 

At ulterius peculiarem quandam habet obscuritatem, ut scilicet mysteria 
‘revelatione tradita et fide suscepta ipsius tamen fidei velamiiie contecta et 
quadam quasi caligine obvoluta maneant,’ db 1796. Ubi enim analogica est 
intelligentia et conceptio Dei infiniti, non solum plus ignoratur quam cog- 
noscitur, sed ipsa haec ignorantia claram intelligentiam impedit. Quam ob 
causam, continuo in mysterio SS. Trinitatis exponendo nisi absentiam con- 
tradictionis non attingimus. Quomodo fieri potest ut alius ex alio procedens 
eandem habeat substantiam ac is ex quo procedat: veritas processionis et 
identitas substantiae inter se pugnare videntur, neque plus quam contradic- 
tionis exclusio attingitur. Quomodo fieri potest ut relationes reales realiter 
inter se distinguantur et tamen realiter cum una eademque substantia iden- 
tificentur; realitas distinctionis cum realitate identitatis pugnare videtur, 
neque plus quam contradictionis exclusio attingitur. Quomodo fieri potest 
ut distincta divina perfectio nobis per revelatum mysterium innotescat quin 
maior sit in tribus perfectio quam in una sola persona. 5 
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5 1961, p- 279 (see above, pp. 588-89, note 13) 

But the theological understanding of the mysteries has a further obscurity 
of its own, namely that the mysteries ‘communicated in revelation and 
received in faith, nevertheless remain covered by the veil of faith itself and 
shrouded as it were in darkness’ (db 1796, ds 3016, nd 132). For where the 
understanding and conception of the infinite God is analogical, not only is 
there more that is unknown than known, but this very ignorance itself is an 
obstacle to clear understanding. For this reason, in the course of expound¬ 
ing the mystery of the Trinity we continually attain only the absence of con¬ 
tradiction. How can it be that one person who proceeds from another has 
the very same substance as the one from whom he proceeded? For the truth 
of the procession and the identity of their substance seem incompatible, 
and nothing more is attained than the absence of contradiction. How can it 
be that real relations are really distinct from each other and yet are really 
identical with one and the same substance? For the reality of their distinc¬ 
tion seems incompatible with the reality of their identity, and nothing more 
is attained than the absence of contradiction. How can it be that a distinct 
divine perfection is made known to us through the revelation of the mystery 
without there being greater perfection in the Three taken together than 
there is in each Person alone? 5 


5 See Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics-774~T7 [corresponding to Divi- 
narum personarum 66-67]. 278-89, 430-35. 
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Scholion: De analogia trinitaria dicta 
psychologica (1961) 1 


1 Quamvis ad partem syntheticam huius tractatus pertineat hanc analogiam 
evolvere atque applicare, 2 non ideo tamen hie simpliciter praetermittenda 
esse videtur, turn quia praecipue illustrat quam nunc consideramus imper- 
fectam mysteriorum intelligentiam, turn quia non nulla sunt dicenda circa 
fundamentum quod sive in revelatis sive in traditione catholica habeat. 

2 Incipitur ergo ‘ex eorum quae naturaliter cognoscit analogia’’ (db 
1796) ut scilicet distinguatur inter simile quoddam quod de Deo did posset 
et caetera quae dissimilia sunt atque dimittenda. Quod quidem simile 
invenitur, non in campo metaphysico 3 non in campo psychologico et sen¬ 
sitive, 4 sed in campo psychologiae rationalis atque moralis. Ipsa enim 
humana rationalitas in actu est iriquantum propter perspectam evidentiam 
dicitur verbum verum; et ipsa humana moralitas in actu est inquantum 
propter verbum verum et obligatorium spiratur actus volendi. In quibus 
secludenda atque amovenda sunt turn causalitas turn actuum multiplicitas 


3 Ad analogiam psychologicam nondum pervenerunt qui satis habeant dis- 
tinguere processionem operationis (actus e potential et processionem ope- 
rati (actus ex actu) ut ulterius ponant processionem ad modum operati ubi 
modo quodam mirabili atque ignoto idem actus ex eodem actu procedit. 

4 Quare consentiendum est, non cum L. Billot qui censuit: Et simile 

omnino est in imaginatione ... ’ (De Deo Uno et Trino, Romae 1910, p. 335), sed 
cum S. Thoma qui docuit: nec in ipsa rational! creatura invenitur Dei 

imago nisi secundum mentem (Sum, theol, 1, q. 93, a. 6 c.). Circa dictum 
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Excursus: The Trinitarian 
Psychological Analogy (1961) 1 


1 Although it belongs to the synthetic part of the treatise on the Trinity to 
develop and apply this analogy, 2 nevertheless we felt that it should not on 
that account be simply omitted, both because it is a prime example of what 
we have been considering, that is, an imperfect understanding of the mys¬ 
teries, and because there are many things to be said concerning its founda¬ 
tion in revelation and in catholic tradition. 

2 Starting, then, ‘from the analogy with what we know by our natural rea¬ 
son’ (DB 1796, DS 3016, ND 132) , we proceed to distinguish between those 
truths that could be predicated of God in a similar way and those that are quite 
dissimilar and therefore to be discarded. Those that are similar are to be 
found, not in the area of metaphysics 3 or that of sensitive psychology 4 but in 

1 [Like the excursus on the psychological analogy placed at the end of the 
last thesis in DeDeo Trino: Pars dogmatica (see above, pp. 638-85), this exposi¬ 
tion of the trinitarian analogy is found at the end of the 1961 edition of that 
work. There is a notable difference between the two versions.) 

2 See Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics. For the opinion of St Thomas, see 
Lonergan,. Verbum. 

3 Those have not yet arrived at the psychological analogy who consider it suffi¬ 
cient to make a distinction between the procession of an operation (proces¬ 
sion of act from potency) and the processio operati (procession of one act from 
another act) without further positing a procession according to the mode of a 
processio operati, in which in a marvelous and unknown way the same act pro¬ 
ceeds from the same act. 

4 We must agree, not with Ludovicus Billot, who opined, ‘... and it is wholly the 
same in the imagination ...,’ DeDeo Uno et Trino: Commentarius inprimampar¬ 
tem S. Thomae (Rome: Propaganda Fide, and Prati: Libraria Giachetti, 1910) 
335, but with St Thomas, who taught, ‘... and the image of God is not found 
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ut sola consideretur emanatio intelligibilis turn prior secundum veritatem 
turn posterior secundum moralitatem. 


Quibus peractis, habetur non demonstratio, non iudicium, non per- 
specta evidentiae sufficients, non conceptus, sed intelligentia eaque 
imperfecta et analogica. Quod autem ita intelligitur est quod in c. Nicaeno 
dicitur, ‘natum non factum,’ quodque in symbolo, Quicumque, dicitur, 
non factus nec creatus sed genitus ...’ et non factus nec creatus nec gen- 
itus sed procedens (db 54, 39). Seclusis enim causalitate et multiplici- 
tate, manet emanatio intelligibilis quae quandam imaginem seu analogiam 
eius praebet quod est nec fieri nec creari nec omnino causari et tamen 
praeter multiplicitatem absolutam realiter dependere. 

Qua intelligentia adepta, sequitur conceptualizatio (Begriffsbildung). 
Quod enim in omni doctrina scientifica praecipuum est, ita in intelligendo 
consistit, ut tamen non manifestetur nisi per conceptus. Et similiter in hac 
scientia analogice dicta, quae est theologia, id quod pfaecipuum est ita in 
imperfecto et analogico intelligendi actu consistit, ut tamen non manifeste¬ 
tur nisi per consequentes conceptus, processionum nempe, et relationum, 
et personarum, et proprietatum, et actuum notionalium, et missionum, uti 
alibi fusius diximus. 

Qua conceptualizatione peracta, habetur theoria: h.e., omnia alicuius 
doctrinae elementa ex eadem intelligendi radice turn cohaerenter turn 
ordinate ita concipiuntur ut per modum unius apprehendantur sive ipsa 
elementa sive omnia iis consequentia. At quamvis omnia ita apprehendan¬ 
tur, non tamen omnia eodem modo intelliguntur, sed positive et directe ea 
intelliguntur quae a nobis hac in vita intelligi possunt, modo autem inverso, 
uti superius diximus, 5 de caeteris intelligitur quod nostrum intellectum 
excedunt et quidem ‘suapte natura’ (db 1796). 


vero ‘amatum in amante,’ vide Div. pers. cone, anal., pp. 87-91: nam processio 
amoris non tota est intra voluntatem, uti saepius auditur, sed ex dicente et 
verbo ad actum voluntatis. 
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the area of rational and moral psychology. For human rationality is in act inso¬ 
far as it utters a true word because of its grasp of the evidence for it, and 
human morality is in act insofar as it spirates an act of the will because of a 
word that is true and obligatory. In this both causality and a multiplicity of acts 
must be set aside so as to consider intelligible emanation alone, both the prior 
emanation by way of truth and the subsequent emanation by way of morality. 

When this has been done, we have, not a demonstration, nor a judgment, 
nor a grasp of the sufficiency of evidence, nor a concept, but an under¬ 
standing that is imperfect and analogical. What is thus understood is what is 
expressed in the words of the Council of Nicea,. ‘born, not made,’ as well as 
in the ‘Quicumque,’ ‘... not made nor created but begotten ...’ and ‘... not 
made nor created nor begotten but proceeding ...’ (db 54, 39; ds 125, 751 
nd 7,16). For with the exclusion of causality and multiplicity, there remains 
intelligible emanation, which presents a certain image or analogy that is a 
matter, not of being made or created or in the least caused, yet of really 
depending apart from any absolute multiplicity. 

Once this understanding has been acquired, conceptualization (Begriffs¬ 
bildung) follows. What is of primary importance in every scientific discipline 
is understanding, which, however, is manifested only through concepts. 
Likewise, in theology, which is a science by analogy, what is of primary 
importance consists in an imperfect and analogical act of understanding 
that is manifested only through consequent concepts - processions, rela¬ 
tions, persons, properties, notional acts, and missions, as we have discussed 
at greater length elsewhere. 

When this conceptualization has been completed we have a theory: that 
is, all the elements of any doctrine are coherently and in a well-ordered way 
conceived from the same root of understanding, so that those very ele¬ 
ments and all of their consequences are apprehended as a unity. Yet, 
although they are all so apprehended, still they are not all understood in 
the same way, for those truths that can be understood by us in this life are 
understood positively and directly, whereas all the others are understood in 
an inverse way, as we said above, 5 because they are beyond the scope of our 


in a rational creature except with respect to the mind ... ’ (Summa theologiae, 1, 
q. 93, a. 6 c). Regarding the dictum ‘the beloved in the lover,’ see The Triune 
God: Systematics 218-29 [with variations between Divinarum personarum concep- 
tio analogica and DeDeo Trino: Pars systematica given on pp. 782-85]: the proces¬ 
sion of love is not entirely within the will, as one very often hears, but 
proceeds from the speaker and the word to an act of the will. 

5 See above, pp. 634-37. 
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3 Posita autem theoria, incipit processus reflexus qui ex quaestione, An 
sit, An ita sit, orditur. 

Et in primis illud notandum est quod de re trinitaria non multae sunt 
theoriae inter quas seligendum est. Non enim ad dignitatem theoriae per- 
veniunt nisi qui todus materiae conceptualizationem ex eadam intelligendi 
radice efficiant, Quod non vel incipiunt, nisi qui analogiam psychologicam 
affirment; neque omnes qui affirmant ideo faciunt, si quidem non pauci 
fortissime affirmant et tamen manifeste numquam ad illam radicem 
attenderunt ex qua haec theoria tota procedit. 

Deinde notandum est hanc theoriam veri nominis theoriam esse quae 
videlicet canonem parsimoniae observat. 6 Non enim uti Cartesius procedit 
qui vortices finxit, sed uti Newton qui ipsis datis aliunde notis nihil addidit 
nisi ipsam eorum intelligibilitatem. Quam ob causam, qui analogiam psy¬ 
chologicam non capit, exacte de processionibus, de relationibus, de perso- 
nis, de proprietatibus, de actibus notionalibus, de missionibus loqui non 
potest. In quibus omnibus nihil ei deest nisi ilia intelligentia per quam for- 
mantur conceptus, ordinatur theoria, et totum per modum unius perspici- 
tur. Quare, quamdiu verba S. Thomae vel alterius qui intellexit repetit 
fideliter, intelligere videri potest; quam primum autem vel veteres quaes- 
tiones aliter ponuntur vel oriuntur novae, ipse suam non-intelligentiam 
prodit. 

Tertio notandum est non parvum quid et spernendum est theoriam attin- 
gere. Non enim plus in physica attingitur, non plus in chemia, non plus in 
biologia; 7 quae tamen veri nominis scientiae esse reputantur, neque erronee. 

Quibus perspectis, dicere censemus analogiam psychologicam in se con- 
sideratam esse sententiam intrinsece probabilem. Nam ipsa eadem dicit 
quae omnes fatentur catholici, in Deo nempe esse processiones aeternas, 
relationes, personas, proprietates, actus notionales, quibus accedunt mis- 
siones; neque his quidquam addit nisi ut modo quidem imperfecto et 
tamen fructuosissimo intelligantiir (db 1796), ordinentur, per modum 
unius apprehendantur. Neque aliud fuit iudicium S. Thomae. 8 

7 His sane in scientiis falsae opiniones certo esse falsae demonstrantur; quod 
vero positive proponitur, non plus esse dicitur quam optima opinio quae 
hodie haberi potest. 

8 Sum. tkeol., 1, q. 32, a. l, ad 2m. Ubi clare explicatur differentia inter demon- 
strationem (si A, tunc B; sed A; ergo B) et verificadonem probabilem (si A, 
tunc B; sed B; probabiliter ergo A). 
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intellect, and indeed are so ‘by their very nature’ (db 1796, ds 3016, nd 

132)- 

3 With the positing of a theory, a process of reflection begins whose start¬ 
ing point is the question, Is it? Is it so? 

And note, first, that regarding the Trinity there are not many theories to 
choose from. For only those theologians reach the level of theory who suc¬ 
ceed in conceptualizing the entire matter from the same root of under¬ 
standing. They do not even begin this process unless they affirm the 
psychological analogy; and not all who affirm it therefore do it, since not a 
few vigorously affirm it and yet clearly have never attended to that root from 
which this whole theory proceeds. 

Next, note that this theory is a theory in the true sense of the word, one 
that observes the canon of parsimony. 6 For unlike Descartes with his imag¬ 
ined vortices, it proceeds instead like Newton who to data known from else¬ 
where added only their, intelligibility. Those, therefore, who do not grasp 
the psychological analogy cannot speak with accuracy about processions, 
persons, properties, notional acts, or missions. On all of these they lack 
nothing except that understanding through which concepts are formed, a 
theory is constructed, and the whole matter is understood as a unity. Hence 
as long as one faithfully repeats the words of St Thomas or of anyone else 
who has understood something, one can appear to understand; but as soon 
as old questions are posed in a different way or new questions arise, one’s 
own lack of understanding is revealed. 

Thirdly, to arrive at a theory is no small matter and not to be despised. 
Physics achieves no more than this, nor does chemistry or biology, and yet 
they are regarded as sciences in the true sense, and rightly so. 7 

In view of all this, then, we hold that the psychological analogy consid¬ 
ered in itself is an intrinsically probable opinion. For it expresses what all 
Catholics profess, that is, that in God there are eternal processions, rela¬ 
tions, persons, properties, and notional acts, to which are added the mis¬ 
sions; and it adds nothing to these except to understand them imperfectly 
yet most fruitfully (db 1796, ds 3016, nd 132), to relate them, and to appre¬ 
hend them as a unity. And St Thomas was of the same opinion. 8 

6 See Lonergan, Insight 102-107. 

7 In these sciences, of course, false opinions are shown with certitude to be 
false; but what they state positively is claimed to be no more than the best 
opinion currendy available. 

8 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, 1 , q. 32, a. 1, ad 2m, where he clearly 
explains the difference between demonstration (if A, then B; but A, therefore 
B) and probable verification (if A, then B; but B; therefore probably A). 
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4 Attamen analogia psychologica non solum theoria est sed etiam 
altissime radices agit turn in nt turn in traditiorie. Et in nt tripliciter inven- 
itur: primo modo, secundum quod verbum Dei, kerygma, diciture t auditur , 9 
altero modo, secundum missiones Filii et Spiritus sancti cum Filii sit ut ver¬ 
bum hoc dicatur, Spiritus sancti ut audiatur; tertio modo, secundum pro- 
cessiones aeternas. 

Ubi notandum est in primis non solum ea nt loca attendenda esse ubi 
ipsae voces, Xoyo<;, cckoug) inveniuntur sed potius sensum signification- 
emque esse observandum ut edam includantur evangelium, mandatum, 
praeceptum, testimonium, veritas, servare, custodire, credere, accipere, 
etc. 

Praeterea, notandum est distinctionem fundamentalem in ordine sensi- 
tivo et interpersonali inveniri, si quidem alius est qui loquitur et alius qui 
audit, loqui vero et audire operationes sensitivas includunt. 

Tertio, ad mentem nt quod dicitur et auditur verbum non mythus 
quidam est, neque fabulatio, neque symbolizatio, neque aliud quodcum- 
que eiusmodi; sed verbum est Dei, Domini, Christi, regni, salutis, gratiae, 
veritatis. 10 

Quarto, verum est hoc verbum, non solum secundum definidonem seu 
sub aspectu obiectivo ut rebus correspondeat, sed edam secundum crite¬ 
rion seu sub aspectu subiectivo ut non ab animalibus brutis, non mediis 
mechanicis, sed ab hominibus aetatem radonis habentibus et probitate 
intellectuali omatis illud dicatur, quod ipsi verum esse habebant. 11 

Quinto, idem verbum est practicum, videlicet valores respicit, dicit, com- 
mendat. Non enim ita veritatis est, ut simul non sit regni, gratiae, salutis. 
Quam ob causam docetur 12 non solum ut addiscatur sed etiam, imo magis, 
ut credatur, custodiatur, servetur; et ideo qui hoc verbum vitae (1 Io 1.1) 

10 Quo sensu in nt circiter i86ies occurrit vox, Xdyog. Enumerationem locorum 
feci quae collegit A. Schmoller, Handkonkordanz zum grieckischen NT, Stuttgart 
edit. 11a, pp. 314-18. Videsis twnt, rv, 100-^0 (Kittel). 


11 1 Quod fusius exponi solet in tractatu de Revelatione, ubi de testibus fide dig- 
nis agitur. Hie sufficiat indicare Act 1.21, 22; Gal 1.8,9; 1 Cor 15.1 ss. Circa 
distinctionem inter criterion veritatis et definidonem veritatis, cf. Div. pers. 
cone, anal, p. 156. 

12 Cf. 5 i 5 doKG), twnt 11,141-50 (Rengstorf). Quern docendi modum invenerunt 
Graeci, qui in principiis exponendis et conclusionibus demonstrandis consis- 
dt, sicut et ignorat populus hodiemus qui diedtare solet experiendam melius 
quam magistros docere, ita etignorabant olim Hebraei apud quos ille doce- 
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4 Still, the psychological analogy is not only a theory but is rooted deeply 
in both the New Testament and tradition. In the New Testament i#is found 
in three ways: first, as the word of God, the kerygma, is spoken and heard sec¬ 
ond, as the missions of the Son and the Holy Spirit, since it is the mission of 
the Son that this word be spoken and of the Holy Spirit that it be heard; and 
third, as the eternal processions. 

Here it should be noted, first, that not only must one attend to those New 
Testament texts in which the actual words X£yco, X6yoq, cxkougi occur, but 
one must especially consider their meaning and significance so as to 
include the notions of gospel, commandment, precept, testimony, truth, to 
observe, to keep, to believe, to accept, and so on. 

Also, it should be noted that there is a fundamental distinction in the sen¬ 
sitive interpersonal order, since it is one person who speaks and another 
who hears, and that to speak and to hear involve operations of the senses. 

Thirdly, according to the mind of the New Testament, the word that is 
spoken and heard is not a myth, or a fable, or merely symbolic, or anything 
of that sort: it is the word of God, of the Lord, of Christ, of the kingdom, of 
salvation, of grace, of truth. 10 

Fourthly, this word is true, not only according to a definition, considered 
objectively as corresponding to things, but also according to a criterion, con¬ 
sidered subjectively as spoken, and spoken not by animals or by mechanical 
means but by humans having the use of reason and endowed with intellec¬ 
tual honesty, a word which they themselves have held to be true. 11 

Fifthly, this same word is practical: it regards values, expresses them, and 
commends them. For it is not a word of truth without being at the same 
time a word of the kingdom, of grace, and of salvation. Hence it is not 
taught 12 only to be learned but also, and much more, to be believed, kept, 

9 See what we collected above on pp. 54O-43 on the word audire. 

10 In this sense the word X6yoq occurs 186 times in the NT. I have counted the 
places where it occurs as collected by Alfred Schmoller, Handkonkordanz zum 
grieckischen Neuen Testament, 11th edition (Stuttgart: Wurttembergische Bibel- 
anstalt, i960) 314-18. See G. Kittel, “Wort” und “Reden” im NT,’ TWNT rv, 
100-40 [‘“Word” and “Speech” in the New Testament,’ tdnt iv, 100-37.] 

11 This is more fully expounded in the treatise on revelation in discussing the 
credibility of witnesses. It will be sufficient here to cite Acts 1.21-22, Galatians 
1.8-9, an d 1 Corinthians 15.1-8. For the distinction between a criterion of truth 
and a definition of truth, see Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics 354 “ 55 - 

12 See twnt ii, 141-50, 'SiSaoKCo im NT’ [tdnt n, 138-48, ‘SiSaaKW in the New 
Testament’] (Rengstorf). The Greeks introduced this mode of teaching, 
which consists in explaining principles and demonstrating conclusions, and 
just as people today who say that it is better to learn from experience than 
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pleniori sensu audit, manifestam atque radicalem conversion em 1 ? reli- 
giosam subit. 

Quibus positis, habetur intentum. 14 Nihil enim aliud est emanatio intel- 
ligibilis quam quae ab adepta rationis aetate innotescere incipit, quae vel a 
parvulo in se ipso discernitur quam primum sincere dicere potest: Hoc non 
est verum; Mea culpa non fuit. Quare, qui apostolos dicit conscios conscien- 
tia rationali verbum verum annuntiasse, is in apostolis hoc verbum annun- 
tiantibus agnoscit emanationem intelligibilem secundum veritatem. Pariter, 
qui vel apostolos vel alios christianos primaevos dicit conscios conscientia 
morali verbum bonum acceptasse, is in iisdem acceptantibus agnoscit ema¬ 
nationem intelligibilem secundum bonitatem. 

5 Sed analogiam psychologicam in NT inveniri di'ximus non solum in 
verbo evangelico annuntiato et audito sed etiam in ipsis divinarum person- 
arum missionibus, si quidem in primis per Filium missum dicitur hoc ver¬ 
bum et in primis per missum Spiritum sanctum hoc verbum auditur. 

Nam ‘Ego in hoc natus sum et ad hoc veni in mundum, ut testimonium 
perhibeam veritati’ (Io 18.37); quare, ‘Deum nemo vidit umquam: unigen- 
itus Filius qui est in sinu Patris ipse enarravit’ (Io 1.18); neque sua enarravit, 
nam ‘sermonem (Xoyo<;) quem audistis non est meus sed eius qui misit me 
Patris’ (Io 14.24). Quod multipliciter repetitur: ‘mea doctrina non est mea’ 
(Io 7.16), et ‘sicut docuit me Pater, haec loquor' (Io 8.28), et ‘quae audivi 
ab eo, loquor in mundo’ (Io 8.26), et ‘quod vidi apud Patrem meum, 


bat qui Legem exponebat, commendabat, inculcabat. Cf. 1 Io 2.3, ubi 
‘cognoscere’ est ‘mandata observare.’ 


14 At sedulo evitanda est ignoratio elenchi. Non dicimus in verbo evangelico 
praedicando et audiehdo adfuisse (1) productionem verbi ab intellectu et 
productionem amoris a voluntate, uti finxit Scotus, (2) productionem speciei 
expressae ab intellectu et specie impressa, quod mere metaphysicum est 
atque parum exactum, (3) productionem cuiusdam ponderis (amatum in 
amante) ab actu amoris, uti voluit Ioannes a S. Thoma. Quod dicimus omni¬ 
bus notum est qui aetatem rationis attigerunt, quamvis exacta eiusdam 
expressio vel psychologica vel metaphysica difficilior sit et rarius, uti videtur, 
attingatur. 
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observed; and therefore one who hears this word of,life (1 John 1.1) in the 
fuller sense experiences a manifest and radical religious conversion. 13 

With this we have reached our objective: 14 For intelligible emanation is 
nothing other than what begins to be known by anyone who has reached 
the age of reason, what even a child discovers within himself as soon as he is 
able to say sincerely, ‘This is not true,’ and ‘It’s not my fault.’ Whoever, 
therefore, says that the apostles, conscious with rational consciousness, 
have proclaimed a word as true, acknowledges that in the apostles pro¬ 
claiming this word there is an intelligible emanation by way of truth. Like¬ 
wise, whoever says that the aposdes or others among the first Christians, 
conscious with moral consciousness, accepted a word as good, acknowl¬ 
edges that there is in those accepting it an intelligible emanation by way of 
goodness. 

5 But we have said that the psychological analogy is found in the New Tes¬ 
tament not only in the word of the gospel as proclaimed and heard but also 
in the missions of the divine persons, since this word is first of all spoken 
through the sending of the Son and is first of all heard through the sending 
of the Holy Spirit. 

For, ‘For this was I born, for this I came into the world, to testify to the 
truth’ (John 18.37); therefore, ‘no one has ever seen God; if is God the only 
Son, who is close to the Father’s heart, who has made him known’ (John 
1.18). And he does not deliver his own message, for ‘the word (Xoyoq) you 
have heard is not mine but is from the Father who sent me’ (John 14.24). 
This point is repeated many times: ‘My teaching is not mine but his who 
sent me’ (John 7.16), and ‘I speak these things as the Father instructed me’ 


from teachers are ignorant of it, so also were the Hebrews of old ignorant of 
it, for whom a teacher was one who explained, commended, and inculcated 
the Law. Compare 1 John 2:3, where ‘to know’ is ‘to keep the command¬ 
ments.’ 

13 See twnt iv, 994-1001, ‘peravodco und jieidyoia im Neuen Testament’ [tdnt 
iv, 999-1006, ‘pexavo&o and pgtdvoia in the New Testament’) (Behm). 

14 We must be very careful here to avoid ignorantia elenchi. We are not saying that 
in the preaching and hearing of the gospel there were present (1) the produc¬ 
tion of a word by the intellect and the production of love from the will, as Sco¬ 
tus imagined, (2) the production of an expressed species by the intellect and 
the impressed species, which is purely metaphysical and not very exact, and 
(3) the production of a certain weight, the beloved in the lover, by the act of 
love, as John of St Thomas would have it. What we are saying is something 
known by anyone who has reached- the age of reason, although its exact 
expression in either psychological or metaphysical terms is extremely difficult 
and, it seems, very rarely attained. 
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loquor’ (lo 8.38), et ‘veritatem locutus sura vobis quam audivi a Deo’ (Io 
8.40), et ‘verba quae ego loquor vobis, a me ipso non loquor’ (Io 14.10), et 
‘ego ex me ipso non sum locutus, sed qui misit me Pater, ipse mihi manda- 
tum dedit quid dicam et quid loquar’ (Io 12.49); quam ob causam, ‘qui 
credit in me, non credit in me sed in eum qui misit me’ (Io 12.44). 


QuaesivitPilatus, ‘Quid est veritas’ (Io 18.38). Quod vero responsum non 
exspectavit Pilatus, alibi legitur: ‘sermo (koyot;) tuus veritas est’ (Io 17.17), 
et ‘ego sum ... veritas’ (Io 14-6), et ‘lux vera’ (Io 1.9), ‘plenum ... veritatis’ 
(Io 1.14), et ‘verum est testimonium meum' (Io 8.14), et ‘veritatem locutus 
sum vobis’. (Io 8.40), et ‘qui autem quaerit gloriam eius qui misit eum, hie 
verax est’(Io 7.18). 

Missus ergo est Filius ad verbum dicendum, non suum sed Patris, idque 
et verax et verum et veritatem. Ad quod verbum custodiendum fideliter et 
efficaciter tradendum missi sunt apostoli: ‘Sicut misit me Pater, ego mitto 
vos’ (Io 20.21). 

Sed et dixerat Iesus: ‘... omnis qui est ex veritate, audit vocem meam’ (Io 
18.37). Quis vero ex veritate sit? Omnis enim, qui male agit, odit lucem et 
non venit ad lucem, ut non arguantur opera eius; qui autem facit veritatem, 
venit ad lucem, ut manifestantur opera eius, quia in Deo sunt facta’ (Io 
3.20, 21). Sed quis facit veritatem? ‘Causati enim sumus ludaeos et Graecos 
omnes sub peccato esse (Rom 3.9), et ‘eramus natura filii irae sicut et 
caeteri’ (Eph 2.3). Et tamen auditur ilia vox, quia etiam mittitur Spiritus 
sanctus. 

‘Ideo notum vobis facio, quod nemo in Spiritu Dei loquens dicit: anath¬ 
ema lesu. Et nemo potest dicere: Dominus Iesus, nisi in Spiritu sancto’ (1 
Cor 12.3). Nec aliter loannes: omnis spiritus qui confitetur lesum Chris¬ 
tum in carne venisse, ex Deo est; et omnis spiritus, qui solvit lesum ex Deo 
non est... Qui novit Deum audit nos, qui non est ex Deo non audit nos: in 
hoc cognoscimus Spiritum veritatis et spiritum erroris’ (1 Io 4.2, 3,6; cf. Io 
15.20). ‘Et vos unctionem, quam accepistis ab eo, maneat in vobis. Et non 
necesse habetis ut aliquis doceat vos; sed sicut unctio eius docet vos de 
omnibus, et verum est, et non est mendacium’ (1 Io 2.27). 

Quod quidem docere non scientiam dat quae inflat (1 Cor 8.1) sed cog- 
nitionem quae fructificat. ‘Et in hoc scimus quoniam cognovimus eum, si 
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(John 8.28), and ‘I declare to the world what I have heard from him’ (John 
8.26), and ‘I declare what I have seen in the Father’s presence’ (John 8.38), 
and ‘[I have] told you the truth that I heard from God’ (John 8.40), and 
‘the words I speak to you I do not speak on my own’ (John 14.10), and ‘I 
have not spoken on my own, but the Father who sent me has himself given 
me a commandment about what to say and what to speak’ (John 12.49) > 
and ‘whoever believes in me believes not in me but in him who sent me’ 
(John 12.44). 

Pilate asked, ‘What is truth?’ (John 18.38). The answer that Pilate did not 
stay for is found elsewhere: ‘Your word (Loyoq) is truth’ (John 17.17)1 an d ‘I 
am ... truth’ (John 14.6), and ‘the true light’ (John 1.9), ‘full ... of truth’ 
(John 1.14), and ‘my testimony is valid’ (John 8.14), and ‘I have spoken the 
truth to you’ (John 8.40), and ‘But the one who seeks the glory of him who 
sent him is true’ (John 7.18). 

Therefore, the Son was sent to speak a word, not his own but the Father’s, 
and that word is truthful and true and truth. It was to keep this word faith¬ 
fully and hand it on effectively that the apostles were sent: ‘As the Father 
has sent me, so I send you’ (John 20.21). 

But Jesus had also said, ‘Everyone who belongs to the truth listens to my 
voice’ (John 18.37). But who belongs to the truth? ‘For all who doevil hate 
the light and do not come to the light, so that their deeds may not be 
exposed. But those who do what is true come to the light so that it may be 
clearly seen that their deeds have been done in God’ (John 3.20-21). But 
who does what is true? ‘... for we have already charged that all, both Jews 
and Greeks, are under the power of sin’ (Romans 3.9), and ‘... we were by 
nature children of wrath, like everyone else’ (Ephesians 2:3). Nevertheless 
that voice is heard because the Holy Spirit is also sent. 

‘Therefore I want you to understand that no one speaking by the Spirit of 
God ever says, “Let Jesus be cursed!” and no one can say, ‘Jesus is Lord,” 
except by the Holy Spirit’ (1 Corinthians 12.3). And similarly in John: ‘... 
every spirit that confesses that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh is from God; 
and every spirit that does not confess Jesus is not from God ... Whoever 
knows God listens to us, and whoever is not from God does not listen to us. 
From this we know the spirit of truth and the spirit of error’ (1 John 4 - 2 - 3 > 
6; see John 15.20). ‘As for you, the anointing you have received from him 
abides in you, and so you do not need anyone to teach you. But as his anoint¬ 
ing teaches you about all things and is true and is not a lie ...’ (1 John 2.27). 

Teaching this does not produce knowledge that puffs up (1 Corinthians 
8.1) but knowledge that bears fruit. ‘Now by this we maybe sure thatweknow 
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mandata eius observemus. Qui dicit se nosse eum et mandata eius non cus- 
todit, mendax est, et in hoc veritas non est. Qui autem servat verbum eius, 
vere in hoc caritas Dei perfecta est; et in hoc scimus quoniam in ipso sumus’ 
(l Io 2 - 3 . 4 , 5 )< Quod in epistola invenitur, in evangelio minime deest, si 
quidem ad idem redeunt 'diligere Christum,’ ‘servare mandata,’ 'ser- 
monem meum vel sermones meos servare,’ ‘manere in dilectione mea, ‘fac- 
ere quae praecipio vobis,’ ‘amicos esse meos’ (Io 14.15, 21, 23 , 24; 15.10, 
15 )- Quae sane omnia Spiritui sancto attribiiuntur. Multa enim ilia quae 
modo portare non valebant apostoli, docluruse rat Spiritus veritatis (Io 16.12, 
13; cf. 14 - 25 , 26)', apud quos mansionem facturi erant Pater et Filius (Io 
14.23), apud eosdem mansurus et in iisdem futurus erat Spiritus veritatis 
(Io 14.17); neque aliud intellexit S. Paulus dicens: ‘caritas Dei diffusa est in 
cordibus nostris per spiritum sanctum qui datus est nobis’ (Rom 5.5). 

Sicut ergo verbum Dei ut veritas Dei per missum Filium nobis dicitur, ita 
etiam verbum Dei ut valoris divini declaratio per missum Spiritum sanctum 
efficaciter a nobis auditur. Quibus positis, habetur intentum. Quam enim 
in apostolis praedicantibus agnovimus emanationem intelligibilem secun¬ 
dum veritatem, talem in Filio homine agnoscamus necesse est, si quidem 
dixit: ‘... quod scimus loqimur et quod vidimus testamur’ (Io 3.11)'. 15 
Quam etiam emanationem intelligibilem secundum bonitatem agnovimus 
in primaevis christianis audientibus, earn etiam in misso Spiritu sancto 
agnoscere debemus, neque tantum causaliter inquantum alios audire facit, 
sed etiam formaliter ut ipse vere et realiter etsi analogice audiat. Scriptum 
est enim: *... non enim loquetur a semetipso, sed quaecumque audiet 
loquetur’ (Io 16.13); quae quidem verba superius exposuimus de reali 
dependentia ipsius Spiritus sancti et quidem de auditione, non metaphor- 
ica, sed analogice dicta. Neque haec analogia aliud dicit quam quae nunc 
intenditur emanado intelligibilis secundum moralitatem, bonitatem, sanc¬ 
ti tatem. 

6 Manet quod principale est ut, sicut missiones, ita etiam earundem divi- 
narum personarum processiones analogiam psychologicam importare 
intelligantur. 
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him, if we observe his commandments. Whoever says, “I have come to know 
him,” but does not keep his commandments is a liar, and in such a person 
the truth does not exist; but whoever obeys his word, truly in this person the 
love of God has reached perfection. By this we may be sure that we are in 
him’ (1 John 2.3-5). What is found in the epistle is by no means absent from 
the gospel, since ‘to love Christ,’ ‘to keep his commandments,’ ‘to keep my 
word’ or ‘to keep my words,’ ‘to abide in my love,’ ‘to do what I command 
you,' and ‘to be my friends’ (John 14.15,21,23-24; 15 - 10 > ! 5 ) ah amount to 
the same thing. And all these are certainly attributed to the Holy Spirit. The 
many things that the apostles were unable to bear then, the Holy Spirit was 
going to ttach them (John 16.12-13; see 14.25-26). The Father and the Son 
would make their own home with them (John 14 - 23 ) > an< ^ t l ie Spirit of truth 
would abide with them and be in them (John 14 - 17 ) • And Paul’s understand¬ 
ing of this was no different: ‘The love of God has been poured into our 
hearts through the Holy Spirit who has been given to us (Romans 5.5). 

Hence, just as the word of God as the truth of God is spoken to us 
through the sending of the Son, so also the word of God as a declaration of 
divine value is effectively heard by us through the sending of the Holy 
Spirit. With this we have reached our objective. For the intelligible emana¬ 
tion byway of truth that we acknowledged in the apostles as preaching we 
must similarly acknowledge in the Son as man, since he said, ‘We speak of 
what we know and testify to what we have seen’ (John 3.11). 15 And the intel¬ 
ligible emanation by way of goodness that we acknowledged in the first 
Christians hearing the word, we must also acknowledge in the Spirit who is 
sent, not only causally inasmuch as he makes others hear, but also formally 
as he himself really and truly, albeit analogously, hears. For we read, ‘... he 
will not speak on his own, but will speak whatever he hears’ (John 16.13)- 
We have explained these words above concerning the real dependence of 
the Holy Spirit and indeed concerning the hearing, taken not in a meta¬ 
phorical but in an analogous sense. This analogy means nothing other than 
what we have been seeking, intelligible emanation byway of morality, good¬ 
ness, holiness. 

6 There remains now the principal point at issue, that just as the missions, 
so also the divine persons themselves are understood as implying the psy¬ 
chological analogy. 

15 See Augustine, De Trinitate, xv, xii, 22 ; ml 42, 1075 = ‘All these things, there¬ 
fore, all that the human mind knows by itself and through the bodily senses 
and has accepted from the testimony of others, it holds in the storehouse of 
memory, out of which arises a true word, whenever we speak what we know ... 
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lam vero sicut de Spiritu (Io 16.13) ita etiam de Filio dicitur quod a se 
ipso non loquitur (Io 14.10, 24). Quod tamen de ipso Spiritu dicitur, de eo 
ab aeterno intelligatur necesse est; non enim divina persona simplex atque 
immutabilis quidquam accipere vel audire potest quin ab aeterno accipiat 
atque audiat; et ideo statim concludi potest ex emanatione intelligibili 
secundum bonitatem in Spiritu misso ad eandam emanationem in Spiritu 
procedente. Quod quidem ab omnibus catholicis agnoscitur quantum ad 
acceptionem atque dependentiam realem atque aeternam a Patre et Filio; 
et contra scripturam loqueretur qui diceret hanc dependentiam non esse 
auditionem (Io 16.13-15); et nisi vanum non esset effugium hanc audi- 
tionem dicere mere metaphoricam, si quidem in scripturis ‘audire’ non 
solum auriculari surditati sed etiam et principalius surditati voluntariae 
opponitur eorum qui ‘audientes non audiunt’ (Mt 13.13); 16 unde et relin- 
quitur ut auditio ipsius Spiritus sancti sit analogica et ut processionem 
amoris, emanationem intelligibilem secundum bonitatem, significet. 

Sed circa Filium, cui duae sunt naturae et divina et humana, aeterna pro- 
cessio secundum veritatem non potest concludi ex eo quod temporalis eius 
missio secundum veritatem est. 

Et tamen missio eiusmodi non parvum de medio tollit praeiudicium, non 
potuisse scilicet loannem alio sensu de verbo in Prologo, alio sensu in reli- 
quo evangelio loqui. Iam enim vidimus turn verbum evangelicum dictum et 
auditum, turn missiones et Filii et Spiritus, emanationes intelligibiles suppo- 
nere et importare. Quare, non novum quoddam verbi genus introducimus, 
cum ex reliquo nt ad Prologum Ioannis interpretandum transimus; sed 
quod alibi intelleximus, idem retinemus, hac sola differentia quod, ubi ex 
creaturis ad Deum proceditur, analogia utimur ut dissimilia Deoque indi- 
gna amoventes quoddam simile extrahamus. 

Iam vero quod in reliquo evangelio ponitur verbum, utique est sermo 
humanus a labiis Christi hominis prolatus et ab auribus discipulorum audi- 
tus. At idem ipse sermo, saepius ipso Christo testante, non suus erat sed 
Patris (Io 14.24); et sermo Patris est veritas (Io 17.17), ut verum testimo¬ 
nium (Io 8.14) a veritate (Io 14.6) veritatem loquente (Io 8.40) veritati 
perhibeatur (Io 18.37). Sed ante ipsam incarnationem, ante rerum cre- 
ationem, in principio erat Verbum, erat apud Deum, erat Deus (Io 1.1), 
cuius visa gloria erat quasi Unigeniti a Patre, pleni gratiae et veritatis (Io 
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Now, as it is said of the Spirit (John 16.13), so it is said also of the Son 
(John 14.10, 24) that he does not speak on his own. But what is said of the 
Spirit himself is necessarily understood about him eternally; for a divine 
person, being simple and immutable, can receive or hear nothing that is 
not received and heard from eternity, and therefore, from the intelligible 
emanation by way of goodness in the Spirit as sent, one can immediately 
conclude to that same emanation in the Spirit as proceeding. This is indeed 
recognized by all Catholics regarding the Spirit’s real and eternal reception 
from and dependence upon the Father and.the Son, and it would be con¬ 
trary to scripture to say that this dependence is not a hearing (John 16.13- 
15). It would also be a futile evasion to say that this hearing is merely meta¬ 
phorical, since in scripture ‘to hear’ is opposed not only to physical deaf¬ 
ness but also and most of all to the willful deafness of those who ‘hearing do 
not listen’ (Matthew 13.13). 16 It remains, therefore, that the hearing on the 
part of the Spirit himself is analogous and signifies the procession of love, 
the intelligible emanation by way of goodness. 

But in the case of the Son, who has two natures, divine and human, one 
cannot conclude to the eternal procession byway of truth from the fact that 
his temporal mission is by way of truth. 

And yet this mission refutes the strong presumption that John could not 
have used ‘word’ in one sense in the Prologue and in another sense in the 
rest of his gospel. For we have seen that both the word of the gospel, spoken 
and heard, and the missions of the Son and the Spirit suppose and imply 
intelligible emanations. Therefore we do not introduce some new kind of 
word when we move from the rest of the New Testament to interpret the 
Prologue of John; rather, what we have understood elsewhere, we retain, 
but with this sole difference, that when we proceed from creatures to God 
we make use of an analogy, removing dissimilarities and whatever is con¬ 
trary to the dignity of God, to bring out the similarities. 

Now, it is true that ‘word’ in the rest of the gospel is a human word 
uttered by the human Christ and heard by the ears of his disciples. But this 
same word, as Christ himself frequently averred, was not his own but the 
word of the Father (John 14.24); and the word of the Father is truth (John 
17.17), so that valid testimony (John 8.14) is given to the truth (John 18.37) 
by truth (John 14.6) speaking the truth (John 8.40). But before the incar¬ 
nation, before creation, the Word was in the very beginning, was with God, 
and was God (John 1.1), and his glory we have seen, glory as of the Father’s 

16 Additional texts are collected above, pp. 540-43. 
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1.14). Quale erat illud Verbum? Si analogice ex reliquo evangelio procedi- 
mus, de Deo Verbo omittimus quae ordinis creati et materialis sunt, ut ret- 
ineamus quae de Deo did possunt: hoc nempe Verbum esse Patris, a Patre, 
non creatione neque factione (nam Deus est) sed ea emanatione intelligi- 
bili quae est secundum veritatem. 

Remanet ut notetur has duas. aeternas processiones inter se ordinari. 
Nam, uti vidimus, Spiritus veritatis ab aeterno audit et a semet ipso non 
loquitur (Io 16.13); est ergo qui ab aeterno loquitur, et quidem a semet 
ipso; est denique ab aeterno Verbum quod et dicitur et auditur, dicitur ab 
eo qui a semet ipso loquitur, auditur a Spiritu veritatis. 

Ubi tamen in divinis ponuntur Loquens, Verbum, Audiens, non in divi- 
nis fingenda sunt labia et vox et aures sed, his materialibus amotis, ret- 
inenda sunt spiritualia quae in homine differentiam formalem faciunt inter 
rationaliter loquentem et labia, verum verbum et vocem, auditum obedi- 
entem et aures; quae spiritualia ab omni imperfectione purgata nihil aliud 
sunt quam emanationes intelligibiles secundum veritatem et secundum 
bonitatem. 

7 Quod, ergo superius diximus, analogiam psychologicam altissime in nt 
radices agere, iam accuratius declarari potest. 

Quod enim sub nomine analogiae psychologicae communiter intelligi- 
tur, ab eo incipit quod scriptum est: ‘Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et 
similitudinem nostram’ (Gen 1.26). Quae quidem imago atque similitudo 
in creatura rationali invenitur, neque in ea nisi secundum mentem, 17 
neque magno vel difficili labore. 

Quicumque enim sicut caecus natus ‘aetatem habet’ (Io 9.21), is in se 
ipso verum dicente intime experitur emanationem intelligibilem secun¬ 
dum veritatem, et pariter in se ipso bonum eligente intime experitur ema¬ 
nationem intelligibilem secundum bonitatem. Quae quidem emanationes, 
ab omni causalitate et multiplicitate purgatae, analogicam quandam intelli- 
gentiam divinarum processionum praebent. 

Sed ad eundem finem et terminum alia via procedi potest eaque scriptur- 
istica. Ubi enim legitur ‘Ipsum audite’ (Mt 17.5), sane non solum actus sen- 
tiendi significatur sed etiam actus bonae voluntatis exigitur. Sed ubi dicitur 
‘Spiritus veritatis ... audit’ (Io 16.13), hoc non univoce intelligendum est 
cum Spiritus aures non habeat sed analogice ut auricularis auditio omitta- 
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I only Son, full of grace and truth (John 1.14). What was the nature of that 

Word? If we proceed analogically from the rest of the gospel, we leave out 
all that belongs to the material order of creation concerning the Word of 
God and retain whatever can be predicated of God: that the Word is the 
Father’s and from the Father, not by being created or made (for he is God), 
but by the intelligible emanation that is by way of truth. 

It remains to be noted that these two eternal processions are mutually 
] related, for, as we have seen, the Spirit of truth eternally hears and does not 

speak on his own authority (John 16.13). There is, therefore, one who eter¬ 
nally speaks, and does so on his own authority; and finally, there is the eter¬ 
nal Word who is both spoken and heard, spoken by the one who speaks on 
i his own authority, and heard by the Spirit of truth. 

: However, when we affirm a Speaker, a Word, and a Hearer in God, we 

must not imagine that God has lips, a voice, and ears, but rather, eliminat¬ 
ing these material elements, we must keep the spiritual elements that in a 
human being ground the formal difference between one speaking ratio¬ 
nally and lips, a true word and a voice, an obedient listener and ears. These 
spiritual elements, when purified of all imperfection, are nothing other 
than intelligible emanations by way of truth and by way of goodness. 

7 What we said above about the psychological analogy as deeply rooted in 
the New Testament, we can now explain with greater accuracy. 

What is commonly designated by the term ‘psychological analogy’ has its 
beginning in the text ‘Let us make humankind in our image and likeness’ 
(Genesis 1:26). No great effort is required to show that this image and like¬ 
ness is found only in a rational creature, and in such a creature only accord¬ 
ing to the mind. 17 

For whoever, like the man born blind, ‘is of age’ (John 9.21), in making 
a true statement experiences deep within himself an intelligible emanation 
by way of truth, and similarly in making a morally good choice experiences 
an intelligible emanation by way of goodness. These emanations, purified 
of all causality and multiplicity, provide an analogical understanding of the 
divine processions. 

But there is another way, a scriptural way, of proceeding to this same end 
and objective. For the words ‘Listen to him’ (Matthew 17.5) not only indi¬ 
cate an act of auricular sensing but also call for an act of good will. But the 
words ‘the Spirit of truth ... hears’ (John 16.13) are not to be understood 
univocally, since the Spirit has no ears, but analogously by eliminating 

17 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, l, q. 93, a. 6 c. 
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tur et auditio bonae voluntatis retineatur. Iterum, ubi legitur ‘quod scimus 
loquimur’ (Io 3.11), non solum vocem et sonum intelligimus sed etiam ver- 
itatem a sciente procedentem. Sed ubi legitur de Verbo quod erat in prin- 
cipio, apud Deum, Deus, veritatis plenum, Dei unigenitus (Io 1.1-18), 
vocem et sonum omittimus ut intelligibilem veritatem a sciente proce¬ 
dentem cogitemus.. 

Quare, quamvis primo aspectu valde inter se differre videantur theol- 
ogorum analogia psychologica et ipsa scripturarum verba, re vera vel parva 
sufficit reflexio ut manifestum sit ad idem redire turn analogiam psycho- 
logicam turn debitum analogiae usum in iis interpretandis quae de divinis 
personis in nt dicuntur explicite. 

Explicite enim revelantur (1) audiens Spiritus veritatis qui a semet ipso 
non loquitur, (2) Verbum in principio, apud Deum, Deus, caro factum. 
Unde primo quodam gressu implicite revelantur (1) Spiritum ab aeterno 
audire, (2) Verbum, cum Deus sit, ab aeterno esse, (3) Verbum neque 
Patrem esse neque Spiritum, cum caro factum sit, et (4) Patrem non solum 
in prophetis et in Filio loqui (Heb 1.1,2) sed edam ab aeterno, quia Spiritus 
a semet ipso non loqitur, et Verbum non dicit sed dicitur. Quibus positis, 
altero gressu quaeritur quemadmodum divinum loqui, Verbum, audire sint 
intelligenda; et respondetur non univoce cum Deus corpus non habeat, sed 
analogice ut omittantur labia et sonus et aures, intelligantur vero quae his 
sunt annexae intelligibiles emanauones secundum veritatem et secundum 
honestatem. 18 

8 Diximus (1) analogiam psychologicam esse theoriam quandam intrin- 
sece probabilem, (2) eandem ad analogicam ipsius nt interpretationem 

18 Dixerit forte quispiam praeter sensum univocum et analogicum edam esse 
posse vel causalem vel metaphoricum. Quod omnino conceditur, sed statim 
additur sanam exegesin non admittere sensum analogicum donee excludatur 
univocus, non causalem donee excludantur et univocus et analogicus, non 
metaphoricum donee excludantur et univocus et analogicus et causalis. Si 
enim via inversa proceditur, ut supponatur sensus esse metaphoricus donee 
contradictorium demonstretur, et tunc non admittatur nisi causalis donee 
contradictorium demonstretur, et tunc non admittatur nisi analogicus donee 
contradictorium demonstretur, demonstradones sine fine exiguntur neque 
aliae conceduntur praemissae nisi metaphoricae. Quod cum in evacuadonem 
todus scripturae tenderet, vehementissime Athanasius Arianos reprehendit 
cum voluerint singulos Filii titulos causaliter interpretari. Cf. Athan., Oral. 2 c. 
Ar., 38; MG 26, 228 A. 
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auricular hearing and retaining the hearing of a good will. Again, by the 
words ‘We speak of what we know’ (John 3.11) we understand not only a 
voice and sound but also truth uttered by one who has knowledge. But 
when we read what is written about the Word who was in the beginning, was 
with God, and was God, full of truth, and God’s only Son (John 1.1,14,18), 
we omit voice and sound to think only of intelligible truth issuing from one 
who has knowledge. 

Although at first glance the psychological analogy of the theologians 
seems to be very different from the words of scripture, in actual fact it takes 
very little reflection for it to be clearly seen that the psychological analogy 
and the right use of analogy in interpreting explicit New Testament state¬ 
ments about the divine persons amount to the same thing. 

For the following are explicitly revealed: (1) a Spirit of truth who hears 
and who does not speak on his own, (2) a Word who is in the beginning, is 
with God, and is God, and is made flesh. Hence in the first step the follow¬ 
ing are implicitly revealed: (1) that the Spirit eternally hears, (2) that the 
Word, being God, eternally is, (3) that the Word is neither the Father nor 
the Spirit, since he has been made flesh, and (4) that the Father speaks not 
only in the prophets and in the Son (Hebrews 1,1-2) but also eternally, 
because the Spirit does not speak on his own and the Word does not speak 
but is spoken. From these premises we take a second step and ask how this 
divine speaking, Word, and hearing are to be understood. The answer is, 
not univocally, since God has no body, but analogously, omitting lips and 
sounds and ears to understand the intelligible emanations byway of truth 
and goodness that are connected with them. 18 

8 We have said (1) that the psychological analogy is an intrinsically prob¬ 
able theory and (2) that it pertains to an analogical interpretation of the 

18 One may perhaps object that besides a univocal and analogous meaning there 
could be either a causal or a metaphorical meaning. We fully agree, but 
immediately add that sound exegesis does not admit an analogous meaning 
until the univocal meaning is excluded, nor a causal meaning until univocal 
and analogous meanings are excluded, nor a metaphorical meaning until 
univocal and analogous and causal meanings are excluded. For if one pro¬ 
ceeds in the opposite direction to suppose that the meaning is metaphorical 
until the opposite is demonstrated, and then to admit only the causal mean¬ 
ing until the opposite is demonstrated, and then to admit only the analogous 
meaning until the opposite is demonstrated, endless demonstrations are 
required and only metaphorical premises are granted. Since this tends 
towards the emptying of meaning from the whole of scripture, Athanasius 
criticized the Arians for wanting to interpret causally each of the titles of the 
Son. See Athanasius, Oratio 2 contra Arianos, 38; MG 26, 228 AB. 
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pertinere. Sed tertio disserendum esse de tota traditione cathiolica in qua 
tot inveniuntur auctores tanta tamque gravia de hac re scripsisse. 19 Quod 
tamen hie vel incipere non possumus, nam aliud et longius esset opus. 
Quod tamen si fieret, inveniretur ni fallor motus quidam dialecticus, 
qualem et superius descripsimus, in quo verbum Dei revelatum non solum 
materiam considerationis praeberet sed etiam pedetentim ipsas theol- 
ogorum mentes magis magisque illuminaret, errores sive in metaphysica 
sive in psychologia dispelleret, in unum denique finem atque terminum 
tarn clarum quam simplicem tendere perspiceretur. 

Sed tali opere ne incepto quidem, satis tamen constat analogiam psycho- 
logicam non solum esse theoriam intrinsece probabilem, neque tantum 
pertinere ad analogicam scripturarum interpretationem, sed etiam solide 
in traditione catholica fundari. Equidem adderem non aliam homini hac in 
vita existere viam qua acceditur ad imperfectam quam vult c. Vaticanum 


Quare obicienti respondetur sanam methodum exigere ut, excluso sensu 
univoco, et possibili invento analogico, ibi sit standum. Et quamvis plenior rei 
investigate requireretur, vel ubi in apologetica nondum de inspiratione 
scripturarum constaret, vel ubi in dogmatica nondum de relevata SS. Trini- 
tate constaret, vel ubi in theologica biblica non de implicite revelatis sed de 
explicita S. Ioannis mente quaereretur, tamen de praesenti ubi de imperfecta 
mysterii intelligentia agitur quae diximus suum habere valorem videntur. 

Quantum autem ad opinionem a C. Vagaggini emissam, non esse demon- 
stratum Verbum non did metaphorice {Spicilegium Beccense, 1, Paris 1959, p. 
138, n. 98), (l) parum constat eum exacte concipere verbum proprie dictum 
si quidem probatam esse negat in nobis realem distinctionem inter intelligere 
et verbum (p. 138), et (2) quam desiderat demonstrationem forte praebebit 
qui ex db 1788 et Patrum consensu arguet; etsi enim multa neque semper 
eadem dixerint, non videntur Patres metaphoricam Verbi interpretationem 
proposuisse. 
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New Testament. But thirdly, it would be necessary to expatiate upon the 
whole of catholic tradition in the course of which so many authors have 
written such weighty tomes on this matter. 19 But we cannot even begin to 
address this here, for that would be a different and a very lengthy task. But 
if it were to be done, one would find, if I am not mistaken, a dialectical 
movement such as we have described above, in which the revealed word of 
God not only provides matter for consideration but also gradually sheds 
more and more light upon the minds of theologians, dispels errors in meta¬ 
physics and in psychology, and finally is perceived as tending towards one 
end and objective that is as clear as it is simple. 

But although such a work has not even begun, still it is clear that the psy¬ 
chological analogy is not only an intrinsically probable theory, and. that it 
does not pertain only to an analogical interpretation of scripture, but that it 
is also solidly grounded in catholic tradition. And I would add that there is 
no other way for us in this life to advance towards that imperfect under- 


Our reply to the objector, therefore, is that a sound method requires reject¬ 
ing a univocal meaning and, when an analogous meaning that is possible has 
been found, to stay with that. And although a fuller investigation of the matter 
would be required, whether in apologetics before the inspiration of scripture 
was setded or in dogmadcs before the revelation of the Trinity was settled or 
in biblical theology when quesdons were being asked, not about implicit rev¬ 
elation but about the explicit thought of St John, still for the present, when 
the imperfect understanding of the mystery is at issue, what we have said 
seems to have its proper value. 

As to the opinion put forth by Cyprien Vagaggini, that it has not been dem¬ 
onstrated that the Word is not meant metaphorically (see his ardcle, ‘La 
hantise des rationes necessariae de saint Anselme dans la theologie des proces¬ 
sions trinitaires de saint Thomas,’ in Spicilegium Beccense, 1: Congres Interna¬ 
tional du IXe Centenaire de Varrivee d‘'Anselme au Bee [Paris: Librairie 
PhilosophiqueJ. Vrin, 1959] 138-39, n. 98), (1) it is far from clear that he has 
an exact conception of word properly so called, since he denies that it has 
been proven that in us there is a real distinction between understanding and 
word (p. 138), and (2) the demonstration he looks for will perhaps be pro¬ 
vided by one who argues from db 1788 [ds 3007, nd 217] and the consensus of 
the Fathers; for even though they said many things and not always the same 
things, the Fathers apparently did not propose a metaphorical interpretation 
of the Word. 

19 See A. Michel, s.v. ‘Verbe,’ dtc xv (30) 2639-72; consult bibliography, twntiv, 
69-71 [tdnt iv, 69-71]; Orbe, Primera teologia, 1/2, 755-88; Schmaus, Diepsy- 
chologische Trinitatlehre des hi. Augustinus, ix— xxv; Schmaus, KatholischeDogmatik, 
1,697-99, to § 39, § 44 [700-702], § 86 [709-10]; Paissac, Theologie du Verbe: Saint 
Augustin et Saint Thomas 237-42; Malet, Personnel Amour dans la theologie trinitaire 
de saint Thomas d’Aquin, indirectly from the ‘Table des noms propres.’ 
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intelligentiam mysteriorum; 20 quod tamen magis limites mentis humanae 
forte dicit quam veritatem de rebus divinis; de quibus cum intellectum crea- 
tum excedant sola revelatio nos docet et de ipsa revelatione certitudinem 
nobis praestat ecclesia ‘cuius est iudicare de vero sensu et interpretatione 
scripturarum sanctarum,’ dr 1788. 
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standing of the mysteries called for by the First Vatican Council. 20 This tells 
us more, perhaps, about the limitations of the human mind than about 
divine realities. Concerning the latter, since they surpass a created intellect, 
revelation alone teaches us, and concerning revelation, certitude is given to 
us by the church, ‘whose role it is to judge upon the true meaning and 
interpretation of the holy scriptures’ (db 1788, ds 3007, nd 217) ■ 


20 See Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics. Appendix 4, 770-81. 


Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 



APPENDIX 5 


Foreword to The Way to Nicea 1 


In a recent study of ‘Biblical Hermeneutics’ published in Semeia, Paul 
Ricoeur not only conceived live metaphor as creative expression but also 
attributed a similar power to parable, proverb, and apocalyptic. 2 So with his 
customary subtlety and finesse he brought to light how the gospels suc¬ 
ceeded in taking us beyond the pedestrian confines of ordinary language 
and into the realm of religious meaning. 

As there is live as well as dead metaphor, so too there is live as well as dead 
religion. Again, as creativity is discerned in the emergence of a religion, so 
too creativity is to be acknowledged in its vital acceptance, in living it day by 
day, in bringing about the adjustments to cultural variation and changing 
circumstance that the very vitality of a religion demands. So it is, as Wilfred 
Cantwell Smith remarked, that ‘All religions are new religions, every morn¬ 
ing. For religions do not exist in the sky somewhere elaborated, finished, 
and static; they exist in men’s hearts. 3 

With such creative vitality, its risks and its dangers, we have to do when we 
take for granted the distinction between writings included in the canonical 
scriptures and the broad spectrum of other writings, contemporary or sub¬ 
sequent, approved or suspected or rejected. But in the early Christian cen- 

1 [See above, General Editors’ Preface, p. xix.] 

2 Paul Ricoeur, ‘Biblical Hermeneutics,’ Semeia: An Experimental Journal for Bibli¬ 
cal Criticism 4 (1975) 29-148. 

3 Quoted by Walter Conn, ‘“Faith” and “Cumulative Tradition” in Functional 
Specialization: A Study in the Methodologies of Wilfred Cantwell Smith and 
Bernard Lonergan,’ Studies in Religion / Sciences religieuses, 5/3 (Winter 1975) 
222. 
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turies further factors were involved. Besides the archaic style of Jewish 
Christian writers and the fantasy of Gnostics there was a puzzling undertow, 
a concern for clarity and coherence, that was destined eventually to add to 
the ordinary language of the bazaars and to the religious language of the 
gospels the incipient theological ianguage of the Greek councils. 

It is with this movement that these pages are concerned. But the reader 
must be warned that we do not propose to add to erudition by research, or 
to clarify interpretation by study, or to enrich history with fresh informa¬ 
tion. Such functional specialities we presuppose. Our purpose is to move on 
to a fourth, to a dialectic that, like an X-ray, sets certain key issues in high 
relief to concentrate on their oppositions and their interplay. 

The reason for this procedure, which to an outsider might appear not 
only jejune but also violent, is that ante-Nicene thought was propelled by 
two distinct though related determinants. The explicit issue was christolog- 
ical, and to this the major writers explicitly adverted. But underpinning it 
and going forward without any explicit advertence on anyone's part, there 
was a far profounder matter: the emergence and the development of 
dogma, which began indeed at Nicea but continued down the centuries. 

So it is that the christological. thought of Tertullian, of Origen, of Atha¬ 
nasius, is to be studied on the basis of the explicit statements of these writ¬ 
ers and in the context of the explicit Christian tradition. But if one would 
understand the long-term outcome of their thinking, an outcome they did 
not intend or desire, then the appropriate tool seems to be some type of 
dialectical analysis. 

Bernard Lonergan 
April, 1976 
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ACW Ancient Christian Writers; the Works of the Fathers in Translation. Ed. 

Johannes Quasten et al. Westminster, MD.: Newman Press, 

1946-. 

AW Hans-Georg Opitz (ed.). Athanasius Werke, hrsg. im auftrage der 

Kirchenvdter-kommission der Preussischen akademie der wissenschaften. 
3 vols. Berlin und Leipzig: W. de Gruyter und Co., 1934 - 194 1 - 2 

CSEL Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticorum Latinorum. Vindobonae 
[Vienna]: Hoelder-Pichler-Tempsky, 1866-. 

DB Henricus Denzinger, Karl Rahner, et al. Enchiridion Symbolomm: 

dejinitionum et declarationum de rebus fidei et morum. 31st ed. Barci- 
nohe, Friburgi Brisg.: Herder, i960. 

DBS Louis Pirot, Andre Robert, Henri Cazelles. Dictionnaire de la 

Bible: contenant tous les noms de personnes, de lieux, deplantes, d'ani- 
maux mentionnes dans les Saintes Ecritures, les questions theologiques, 
archeologiques ...'. Supplement. Paris: Letouzey et Ane, 1928-. 

DS Henricus Denzinger and Adolfus Schonmetzer. Enchiridion Sym- 

bolorum : definitionum et declarationum de rebus fidei et morum. 32nd 
ed. Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1963. 

DTC Dictionnaire de theologie catholique, contenant Vexpose des doctrines de 
la theologie catholique, leurs preuves et leur histoire. Ed. Alfred 

1 [The abbreviations in brackets were added by the editors. The rest were in 
Lonergan’s text, as were the next three footnotes.] 

2 See the reservations expressed byj. Lebon, Excerpts from ‘Chronique,’ Revue 
d’histoire ecclesiastique 31 (1935) 161-62,627-28. 
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(3 vols., 1951-72). Paris: Libraire Letouzey et Ane. 

EP MJ. Rouet de Journel. Enchiridion Patristicum: loci SS. Patrum, 

doctorum scriptorum ecclesiasticorum. 21st ed. Barcinone: Herder, 
1959 - 

GCS Die griechischen christlichen Schrifisteller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte. 

Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, and Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1897-. 3 
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House, 2001.] 


3 It is customary to refer to the various editors: Baehrens, Holl, Klostermann, 
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4 I have occasionally made a clearer or more accurate [Latin] translation of the 
Greek passages quoted in this book. [See above. General Editors’ Preface, 
p. xix.] 
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